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The Maryluna-National Capital Park & Planning
Commission

The Maryland-National Capi[al Park and Planning Commission is a hi-county

agency created by the General Assembly of Maryland in lg27 The
Commission’s geographic authority extends to the great majority of
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties; the Maryland-Washington Regional
District (M-NCPPC planning jurisdiction) comprises 1,001 square miles, while
[he Metropolitan District (parks) comprises 919 square miles, in the ttvo
Counties.

The Commission has three major functions:

(1) The preparation, adoption, and, from time to time, amendment or exten-
sion of the General Plan for the physical development of the MaryIand-
Washington Regional DistricL

(2) The acquisition, development, operation, and maintenance of a public
park sys[em; and

(3) lrr Prince George’s County only, the operation of the entire County pub:
Iic recreation program.

The Commission operates in each county through a Planning Board appointed
by and responsible to the county government. Al local plans, recommendations
on zoning amendments, administration of subdivision regulations, and general
administration of parks are responsibilities of the Planning Boards.

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission encourages
the involvement and participation of individuals with disabilities, and its facil-
ities are accessible. For assistance \vith special needs (i.e., large print materi-
als, listening devices, sign language interpretation, etc.), please contact the
Community Relations Office, 301-495-4600 or TDD 301-495-1331.
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PART 1

Introduc

Clarhsburg Master Plan Process

The public participation elements that have been part of this process are
worth noting. The Planning Board has received valuable input as a result of the
numerous meetings and workshops.

Focus Groups

The preparation of this Plan began in March 1988 with the Clarksburg
Focus Groups and To\~,nMeetings. These meetings brought together local resi-
dents and development interests to discuss their concerns and aspirations for
[he Study &ea’s future. Thewidely varying views on jobs, housing, and environ-
mental protection areoutlined in Outputs from the Clarksburg Focus Groups.

IssuesReport

The Issues Report, published in August 1989, identified the scope of the
issues that would need to be addressed during preparation of the Plan, The nine
general categories identified were:

1. Community Character.

2. Mtiand Type of Employment Uses

3. Retail Services.

4. Balance of Housing and Employment.

5. M&of Housing Types.

6. Transportation and Transit Serviceability.
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7. Environmental Opportunities and Limitations.

8, Historic Preseri,ation.

9. Specific Site Opportunities

The Clarksburg Master Plan focusescm these issues and others that became

apparent through greater analysis, and recommends strategies for achieving the
relevant goals and objectives.

Clarksburg Master Plan Citizens Advisory Committee

The Clarksburg Master Plan Citizens Ad\,isory Committee (CAC)\vasselecL-
ed by the Planning Board and began meeting in November 1989 to advise the
staff during the preparation of this Plan. This advice took many forms. Overall,
the CAC and staff met over 35 times in public meetings. The CAC members are
listed in the beginning of the Plan.

Clarksburg Tomorrow Symposium

~ part of the effort to improve public participation and understanding of
the challenges faced in creating a neiv town, a number of community workshops
were held in addition to the numerous CAC meetings. The Clarksburg
Tomorrow Symposium was held in January 1990 [o:

Enable a panel of experts to address critical issues relevant to Clarksburg’s
development.

Foster interaction on these issues between the panelists and those in the
public and private sector who will be involved in the Clarksburg Master Plan.

Inform participants in the Symposium about emerging concepts from
other areas in the U.S. and abroad.

Approximately 125 people attended the Symposium, including representa-
tives of the CAC, the Clarksburg Ci\,ic Association, area residents, de\~elopers,
land use lawyers, staff members of the Montgomery County Planning
Department and County Executi\e. Montgomery County Council and Planning
Board members were also in attendance.

The Symposium concluded that the challenge for all concerned with
Clarksburg’s development is to produce a plan that

Concentrates development in rural and urban centers.

Manages the land use pattern in a way that protects the natural environment.

Provides a transit network with a transit serviceable land use pattern.

Recommends mechanisms for the funding of needed infrastructure.

The Plan’s recommendations follow the guidance stated above and go
beyond these to achieve an appropriate balance bet,veen a host of competing
objectives.
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The staff and CAC invited the owners of large tracts of property in Lhe Study
Area to present their goals for the development of their properties at two
Property Owners Workshops. The CAC, staff, and general public received infor-
mation from property owners who control approximately 6,500 acres (65 per-
cent) in the Study Area. This percentage rises to 74 percent when parklands are
excluded from the total acreage.

A key goal of the workshops was to have the people who know the most
about a particular piece of land (the owners) share their knowledge, hopes, and
concerns with those who would be involved in recommending changes to their
land (CAC and s[af~.

Alternatives Workshop

In May of 1990, the staff presented three possible land use scenarios at a
public ~ternatives Workshop. This Workshop, and the CAC meetings which fol-
lowed it, provided opportunities to discuss the merits and shortcomings of each
of the scenarios.

Options Workshop

Staff held a public Options Workshop in February 1991 to present three
land use options for the Study Area. This workshop was to receive public input
to guide the subsequent revisions that would take place in the preparation of
this Plan. Approximately 100 people attended and a wide range of opinions were
expressed, both in favor and against the options.

Staff Draft Plan

The Staff Draft Plan was published in October 1991. It contained the recom-
mended land use scenarios for the Clarksburg Study Area.

Preliminary Draft Plan

The Preliminary Draft Plan was published in February 1992. It was the same
document as the Staff Draft Plan with selected clarifications to the text. It was
the subject of public hearings on March 23 and April 2, 1992, and 15 Planning
Board ~vorksessions.

Planning Board (Final) Draft Plan

The Planning Board (Final) Draft Plan was published in June 1993, Public
hearings were held by the County Council in September 1993 to solicit com-
ments on the Plan. The County Council then conducted public worksessions
with the Planning Board and staff on the Plan. The worksession topics and dates
are shown in Table 1.
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Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarksburg Master Plan and
Hyattstown Special Study Area Worksession Table 1

Work- Date Topic

session

PHED Committee

1 October 4, 1993

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

October 18, 1993

November8, 1993

No\,ember 29. 1993

December 6, 1993

December 13, 1993

January 31, 1994

February 1, 1994

February 7, 1994

February 14, 1994

February 22, 1994

February 28, 1994

General Discussion
Existing Structure and infrastructure
En\~ironlnental Issues
Fiscal Impact halysis
S~aging

Background on Transit
Development along the 1-270 Corridor
Historic Preservation

Signature Sites along 1-270
Town Center District

Tov,n Center Distric[
Transi: Corridor District
Brink Road Transition Aea
Ridge Road Transition Aea
Newcut Road Neighborhood

Ten Mile Creek Aea
Cabin Branch Neighborhood

Tregoning-Piedmont Property (Ridge Road Transition &ea)
Hyattstou,n Special S[udy &ea

Transportation Issues

Signature Sites in Town Center
Ten Mile Creek hea

Ten Mile Creek Aea
Cabin Branch Neighborhood

Transportation Issues

Tregoning-Piedmont Property (Ridge Road Transition ties)
General Environmental Issues
Cabin Branch Neighborhood
Site 30 (Ten Mile Creek Aea)

Hyat[stown Special Study Aea

Table 1 (Cent’d.)

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area y ~:~~:;.c..l,.

APPRO\>EDANDADOPED JUNE1994 co>l\llssl[~s
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Planning Board (Final) Draft Worksession (cont.) Table1

Work- Date Topic

session

13 March 11, 1994

14 March 14, 1994

15 March 25, 1994

16 April 21, 1994

17 April 22, 1994

County Council

1 April 5, 1994

2 April 11,1994

3 April 12, 1994

4 April 14, 1994

5 April 15, 1994

6

7

April 19, 1994

Aprif 26, 1994

Hyattstown Special Study Area
Signature Site halysis

Signature Site Arralysis
Residential Portions of Ten Mile Creek West of 1-270

Biological Criteria
Impervious Surface Caps
Tregoning-Piedmon[ Property (Ridge Road Transition Area)
Reid Farm (Cabin Branch Neighborhood)
Residential Portion 0[ Ten Mile Creek Wesl of 1-270
Zoning
Transferable Development Rights
Mignment of M-83
Cumulative Results of PHED Committee Recommendations

Staging

Staging

Overview of PHED changes
Transportation

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use
Historic Preservation

Signature Site in To~!,nCenler
MPDUS
Environmental Issues
Zoning and Text Amendments
TDRs
Transportation

Transportation

Public Facilities
Staging

~ ;::~p:~:iwm!T. Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
CO>,,,,S5,0X hPRO\,EDAm AOOPED JUNE1994
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Development Profile

The Study Area includes approximately 10,000 acres located 20 miles north-
ivest of Washington, D.C. and 15 miles southeast of the City of Frederick, The
area is largely undeveloped and contains about 750 homes and 775,000 square
feet of non-residential development. An additional 65 homes and 1,010,000

square feet Of nOn-residential development have been appro\’ed and are in vary-
ing stages of construction. Much of the undeveloped land is farmed or vacant
and being held for Ion&term de~~elopment potential,

The existing and committed land use pattern is shou,n in Figure 1

Table 2 summarizes the data collec~ed in 1987 for [he Clarksburg Study
Area. While the Study Area and Planning Area boundaries are dif[ererr[, the char-
acteristics shown in the table are generally representa~i\,e of the entire Study
Area,
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Development Profile as of May 1993 Figure 1

----

q ~::~;:.wlrfi ClarksburgMasterPlanand HyattstownSpecialStudyArea
Co,,,l!sslos MPROVEOAVDADOPED JUNE1994
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Clarksburg Planning Area #13–1990 U.S. Census Table 2

Single-
High- Garden Town- Family Al
Rise Apt. House Det. Types

‘h Housing Uni(s by Type 100”A loo”h

Household Population 1,382 1,382

Average Household Sue 2.85 2.85.

Number of O-4 Year Olds 105 105

Number of 5-17 Year Olds 215 215

‘A <20 Year Olds 17.50/. 17.5”h

‘A J64 Year Olds 9“10 9“/0

Median Age 37.6 37.6

Tenure - O/.Rental 1300A 13.0”/0

‘A of Population in Same Home 55.60/.
5 Years Azo

55.60/0

0/0Non-White —Household Head 6.00/0 6.0°h

‘h Suanish Origin – Household Head

O/.With Graduate Degrees 18.4”A 18.4”/.

1989 Median Household Income $54,590 $54>590

Number of Workers 886 886

O/.Female Work Force Partic. 61.80/0 61.80/0

‘AWomen with Children <6 Years Old
Working Full- or Part-Time 41.0”/0 41,00/0

Work Location
Montgomery County 678 678
Outside County 65 65
Outside Maryland 124 124

Work Trip:
‘b Driving 89.5°b 89.50/0
‘h Public Transit or Rail 4.30A 4.3”/0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Census OJPopulation and Housing, STFIB and STF3A. Prepared
by Montgome~ County Planning Departrnen[, Research and Information Systems Division:
July 1993.

ClarksburgMasterPlan and HyattstownSpecialStudyArea ~ ~m.~~Y,,xcht.RYU.WNAT!OS&CUITX

~PRO\IEDANO ~OPTEO JUNE 1994 Cox!,!,ss,ox



PART’2

LandUsePlan

Tabular Summary of Land Use Plan
Recommendations

Moderately Priced helling Units

men consulting the Plan, it is important to note that, on any given proper-

ty, [he residential densities and allowable trees of dwelling units shOwn are sub-
ject to the requirements of the Montgomery County Moderately Priced Dwelling
Unit (MPDU) Ordinance. This ordinance is designed to ensure that new, devel-

opment includes sOme hOusing Lhat is affordable by h0useh01d5 Of mOdest
means. It applies to any residential development of 50 or more dwelling unils
that is constructed in any residential zone with a minimum lot size of one-half
acre or less or in any planned development, retied-use zone.

A por[iorr of [he units in any such de\,elopmen[ must be MPDU’S. The prices
of such units are controlled, and buyers or renters are subject to limitations cm
maximum income, The required number of MPDU’s is based on the total num-
ber of dwelling units approved for the development, Effective in early 1989, the
percentage ranges from 12.5 percent to 15 percent of the total number of
dwelling units and is dependent on the level of density increase achieved on the
site in question.

This density increase, or “MPDU bonus,” is allowed as compensation for
requiring some below-market-rate housing. The bonus may be no more than 22
percent above the normal density of [he zone, according to the optional MPDU
development standards in the zoning ordinance. In some zones, these standards
also provide for smaller lot sizes and d~velling types than would be alloived oLh-
erwise, For example, the density of a subdivision in the R-200 Zone is normally
tw,o units per acre, the minimum lot size is 20,000 square feet, and only single-
family, detached houses are permitted. In a subdivision developed according to
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MPDU standards, ~he maximum density may beas much as 2.44 units per acre,
the Iotske for a detached house maybe as small as 6,000 square feel, and some
units may be townhouses or other types of attached dwelling units.

Al residential calculations in this Master Plan include a 22 percent density
increase to reflect the MPDU Ordinance provisicms where applicable.

Housing T~es

In terms of housing types, this Plan is envisioned to produce the following
mix:

Table 3

Current Mix (1993) End-State

No. 0{0 No. “10

Detached 800 100 40 to 50
Attached o 0 30 to 40
Multi-Family o 0 15 to 25

Total Units 800 14,940

The mixture of housing types reflects generaltied assumptions regarding the

types or units which different zones produce. The actual mix cannot be predict-
ed with certainty since the unique characteristics of a site strongly influence
housing mti.

For pu~oses of comparison, the current and estimated end-state residential
mixes of the Germantown Master Plan are shown below:

Table 4

Current Mix (1989) End-State

No. 0/0 0[0

Detached 3,545 18 30
Attached 9,843 51 30
Multi-Family 5,811 30 40

Total 19.199

Source: 1989 Germantown Masler Plan Interim Re~ercnceEdition

The comparison to Germanto~vn in terms of housing mix is very relevant
because of community perception in Clarksburg that Germantown is dominated
by a single housing type: attached units. The Clarksburg Plan envisions an end-
state mix that will be very different than what now exists in Germantown. Still,
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attached units u,ill be an important part of Clarksburg’s future housing mti. The
reasons for this are as follows:

. Changing thehousing mixtoinclude more detached houses would likely
result in fewer houses overall because detached lots absorb substantially
more land than attached units.

. Changing the overall mix toinclude more multi-family units could affect
the vision of Clarksburg as a town rather than a Corridor City.

Of most significance is the fact that in Clarksburg, environmental con-
straints significantly reduce the amount of potentially buildable land. Since
developable land proposed for residential uses must not only accommodate
housing but public facilities (e.g., schools, parks) and roads as well, attached
and multi-family housing types must be proposed if the transil seri, iceable to\\,n
concept is to be achieved. Even at lower densities (two-four units per acre) envi-
ronmental factors will likely discourage detached units. Environmental con-
straints will result in development being clustered on a smaller percentage of
land than might be expected in less sensitive parls of the County. The tendency
will be to produce more attached units.

This Plan does recognize, however, that vast concentrations of a single hous-
ing type is undesirable and for that reason proposes a diversity of housing types
at the neighborhood level. (See Policy 7: Transit and Pedestrian Oriented
Neighborhoods.) This Plan also proposes housing mix guidelines to help assure
a full range of housing types in the Town Center, Transit Corridor, and the
neighborhood centers.

Jobs/Housing Mti

A shorthand description of the balance between potential housing and
potential employment is [he ‘J/H” Qobs/housing) ratio. This ratio is derived by
dividing the total number of jobs by the total number of housing units in a given
area. A ratio of 5.4, for example, means that for every household in a given area,
Lhere are 5.4 jobs in that same area. Atypical Montgomery County household
produces onthe average about l,6workers. Aratioas high as5,4means thata
significant number of workers will have to commute from outside the Study Area
to fill all the jobs, even ifa high proportion of the resident workers work within
the Study Area,

Table 5

I Existing & Vacant Land Anticipated
Approved Potential Development

Total Jobs 5,830 16)780 32,360
Total Housing Units 800 14,600 14,940
J/H Ratio 7.3 1.1 2.1
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This Plan reduces the amotrn~ of employment recommended in the currently
adopled 1968 Clarksburg Master Plan by approximately 227 acres and 32,360
jobs.

A comparison of the J/H ratio of the Approved and Adop[ed Plan to the
1968 Clarksburg Plan is shown in Figure 2, page 13.

Retail Uses

The Planning Department staff has evaluated future retail space needs in
Clarksburg basedon future population. Two types ofretail needs were consid-
ered: neighborhood or com,enience re[ail and comparison retail.

NeighborhoodRetailCenters

Neighborhood retail cen[ers, also referred to as neighborhood shopping cen-
ters, are anchored by a supermarket, perhaps ~vith a pharmacy (now often found
within the supermarket), and are usually visited more than once aweek by most
households. They usually inco~orate other frequently tisited stores and service
establishments, such asvideo rentals, beer andwine stores, delis, sandwich and
ptiza restaurants, sit-down restal~rants, dry cleaners, banks, and greeting card
stores.

This Plan’s neighborhood retail recommendations reflec! !he fo!!o~!fingfindings

Amount of Square Foot of Neighborhood
Shopping Centers Supportable in Three Clarksburg
Market Areas

Captured Market Area”

Households Population Employment

Town Center 6,000 13,800 3,400

East of 1-270 5,400 13,200 1,000
(outside of
Town Center)

West of 1-270 3,500 8,400 1,800

Table 6

Square Feet of
Center Supported by

Household &
Employment

130,000

112,000

75,000

*Market area for each Clarksburg site comprises primary and seconda~ marke[
Source:M-NCPPC,MotltgorrleryCounV Planning Departrrlent,R6earch Division
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PART 3

Transporta&
Hobili@

Transportation

Analytical Process

TheModelSystem

System Analysis

The EMME2 TRAWL 1.0 AM peak hour transportation demand model was
used as a tool to aid in the analysis of the complex interactions between end-
s[ate land development and transportation infrastructure ~vithin Clarksburg, as
well as to dei,elop an understanding of end-state land use/transportation inter-
actions between Clarksburg and the region. The model system was calibrated to
observe 1987 traffic conditions. A discussion of the land use and transportation
network assumptions used in the transportation analysis is provided below.

The s[ructure of the model system included a de[ailed representation of end-
slate land uses within the Study Area, as well as the surrounding upper
Montgomery County areas of Damascus, Germanto~vn, and Goshen. Significant
effort was expended to modify the model structure to include an explicit repre-
sentation of future land development and transportation improvements in
Frederick, Carroll, and Howard Counties, This was done to more accurately
reflect future traffic patterns in the Study Aea, the remainder of Montgomery
County, and the Greater Washington metropolitan area. In general, land de\~elop-
ment levels and a transportation network (comprising interstate and most state
roads) reflecting conditions approximating the year 2020 time frame ~vas
assumed in this analysis for these areas,

Due to the Study Area’s proximity to the Urbana region in southern
Frederick County, particular attention was devoted to reflect development levels
and transportation elements contemplated in the on-going Urbana Region
Master Plan Update. These parameters include an assumption of approximately
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29,000 jobs and 9,250 households within the Urbana planning region east of I-

APPENDIX 270 based on information provided by the Frederick County Planning
Departmen~. in addilion, the expansion of MD 75 to four lanes and a~vestern
extension of this roadway to an interchange connection ~vith l-270in the vicinity
of Dr. Perry Road isamajor assumption in this analysis.

Specihcally, theland useassumptions forthetransportation anal~sisinclude
the following

. Master Plan build-out totals of approximately 32,360 jobs and 14,940
households for the Clarksburg/Hyattstou,n Special Study Area.

. Forthe Damascus, Germantown, Goshen, and Shady Grove areas, land use
totals reflectiI,e of[herespec[ive master plans [or these areas.

. For the remainder of Montgomery County and the region, land develop-
ment levels consistent ~f,ith those assumed in the Comprehensi\,e Grm\,th
Policy “Trend” scenario (This scenario assumed County-wide development
levels of approximately 750,000 jobs and 450,000 households).

This Plan calls for a hierarchical network of roadways designed to carry
regional through traffic, as well as facilitate mobility within the Study Area. For
theremainder of Mcmtgomery County beyond the Study Area, the full build out
of the Master Plan of Highways was assumed.

RationaleforAM PeakHourAnalysis

h analysis of the AM (morning) peak hour travel conditions at end-slate is
determined to be sufficient for this analysis because of the mix of land uses con-
templated in this Plan. Large amounts of retail development activity tend to
attract significant numbers of non-work related trips into an area during the PM
peak hour. These trips ofLen result in conflicting turning movements al intersec-
tions and a closer balance between traffic volumes in the peak and off-peak
directions during the PM (evening) peak period and Lherefore are a major fac[or
in the determination of whether the AM or PM peak hour is the critical travel
period for a particular area.

In comparison to retail development patterns in other 1-270 corridor areas,
which tend to include regional malls and substantial amounts of commercial
retail development oriented linearly along MD 355, there is no such develop-
ment pattern recommended in this Plan. Further, this Plan calls for retail
employment acti\,ity to account for only abotr[ 5 percent of the [otal employ-
ment recommended for the Study Area and to be predominantly local in its mar-
ket orientation, serving the Clarksburg Town Center and other neighborhood
center areas.

Due to these factors, end-state PM traffic patterns within the Study Area
!\,ere not analyzed as part of the modeling process since the results would be rel-
atively similar to end-state AM traffic conditions.
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Transportation Model System for Master Plan
Analysis

Introduction and Background

The interactions between transportation and land use reflect the behavior
patterns of people. These interactions and behavior patterns have been observed
for decades throughout the United States and in other countries. When these
interactions are reviewed broadly and quantitatively for a metropolitan area, the
collective patterns of people’s interaction can be seen as being repetitive and are
therefore generally predictable. This general predictability can be applied to pre-
dict future travel behavior in a Master Plan &ea,

Since Lhe 1950s and 1960s regional planning agencies have been devising
computerized transportation models of daily traffic for their regions. Computers
have been needed to manage the large amount of data and calculations related
to the forecasting of traffic. These forecasts are usually based on detailed esti-
mates of the locational pattern of future households and jobs and assumed
future transportation networks and services. The level of mathematics used in
the modeling is generally quite basic, usually simple algebraic statements under-
standable to most people with high school or college educations, The large
amounts of data being handled in the calculations, the many steps involved in
linking parts of the models, and the use of jargon have often given the impres-
sion that these models are exceedingly complex. While the models may be
thought of as complex in that they are constructed of many parts, we believe
that with the investment of some time and effort they should be easily under-
standable by most Montgomery County residents. This has been written with
that in mind.

Overview of the Transportation Modeling System

Figure 3 preserr[s the analysis context in which the transportation tnodeling

system is used in the Master plan prOcess. This figure represents several compo-
nents of the process that is used in planning analyses. The relationship among
these components would be the same irrespective of whether the calculations are
computed by computertied model or by hand. The methodology depicted in this
figure is the same as that applied to assess transportation implications in the
hnual Growth Policy process. Six basic components are identified:

a) Inputs, This includes data, assumptions, and alternatives being ana-
lyzed.

b) halytical Model. The M-NCPPC computerked EMME/2 model

c) Outputs. Various tabular and graphical summaries of the results of the
model analyses.

TWNSPORTATION
ANO MOBILIW

PMN

d) Evaluation. Inte~retation of the results by comparing them to some pre-
viously defined expectation.
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Analysis Context in Using
Transportation Model Figure3

COMPONENTS OF THE
PUNNING PROCESS

b.Analytical Model

d.Evaluation e
e.Feedback +=,

f.Conclusions
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e) Feedback. This is used ~vhen the expectation 0[ the previous component PwN

has not, been met and a modification is made either to the assumptions
or alternati\,es and the first four components of the process are repeated.

~ Conclusion/Decisions. At some point in the process, conclusions and
decisions need to be reached based upon the results and evaluation of
the analysis outputs.

General Structure of Transportation Models

Transportation models are generally structured to analyze the flow, of trips
of people and/or vehicles over highways and/or transit ne[works throughout a

specified geographic area. The geographic area is usually di\’ided intO many
small sub-areas, termed transportation zones. The net\vorks are usually defined
by (a) points of intersection on the network, termed “nodes” and (b) segments
of the networks between the nodes, termed “links”. These terms are schematical-
ly illustrated in Figure 4. This transportation model structure, made up of zones
and networks, results in there being these two basic sets of data, assumptions,
and alternatives as input comporren[s to the modeling process. A description of
some specific aspects of the M-NCPPC model system is given below.

(a) Zone Data. The primary model data relating to zones is the number of
households and the number of jobs. The ‘jobs” data is divided into four
categories; office, retail, industrial, and other. This primary zone data is
supplemented by other data or assumptions, such as parking cost,
access/egress times, and land area,

The traditional model systems used by the M-NCPPC have been based on a
351- transportation-zone system describing the Washington Metropolitan region.
This consisls of (1) 15 external stations describing areas outside the
Washington Metropolitan region, (2) 246 zones \l,ithin Montgomery County,
and (3) 90 large zones encompassing the remainder of the region. Figure 5
shows the 246 traffic zones \\~ithin Montgomery County Figure 6 shou~s the traf-
fic zones for the Clarksburg Study Area. The 90-zone regional geographic system
external to Montgomery Coun[y is an aggregation of the 1,200 (estimated) zone

system used by the MetrOp Olitan Washington COuncil of Governments
(MWCOG) for the entire region.

Within aMaster Plan &ea, ~hiszone system iscommonly broken dow,n into
smaller subzones to facilitate Master Plan analysis. In order to better model traf-
fic~vithin the area under study, Planning Areas adjacent to the subject Master
Plan Area are often divided into smaller zones as well,

(b) Nework Data. The highway database contains more than 8,000 one-way
links describing the region’s transportation system. Each link has
numerous attributes coded to it describing, for example, its capacity,
design, speed, length, and location. Roughly half of these links are \vith-
in Montgomery County, ~i,here the netw,ork provides a moderate le~~el0[
detail, including allmajor and many secondary roads. Additional detail
has been coded within the subject Master Plan Area and adjacent
Planning Areas. This more detailed network generally corresponds to
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Schematic Structure of Using
Transportation Moael Fi~”re 4
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Traffic Zones Figure 6
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each of the existing and proposed elements of the Master Plan road\vay PWN

system for the area under stud),.

Typically, the transit network is coded “on top of” the highway network
links. Transit speeds have, in most cases, been determined as a function of simu-
lated automobile travel times on the links and a unit of stop delay per mile of
link distance. This aspect of the model system reflects the fact that transit vehi-
cles operating on the highway network are subject to the same congestion
encountered by automobiles. Rail lines are coded on their own right-of-I~,ay.For
Master Plan analysis, a transit system reelecting network and service characteris-
tics anticipated for the year 2020 for automobile oriented sprawled development
patterns outside the Master Plan study areas is typically used. ~ternatii,ely,
mode share estima[es (default \,alues), which prcn,ide sufficient information to
support a transit-sensilive ~ peak hour model may be employed.

Regional Contefi of the Analysis

Today, as well as in the future, traffic and congestion levels in Master Plan
areas depend upon many variables. hong those to be considered in each area
are the location, mix, and intensity of local development and existing transporta-
tion facilities. lt is also recognized that development levels and transportation
facilities providing a subregional context beyond the Master Plan area play a
major role in establishing levels of traffic and congestion within the area under
study. In order to assess future traffic within a study area, a subregional context
has to be developed using comparable land use activity and the Master Planned
transportation facilities throughout the County, as well as those of the greater
metropolitan Washington region. To do otherwise would result in travel patterns
and traffic flows which would not be representative of a study area’s relative
location in the region and subregion.

A such, the analysis framework used for this study assumes “background”
land use and network conditions similar to those assumed in the General Plan
Asessment of 1987, using County-wide totals of approximately 440,000 house-
holds and 750,000 jobs, as u,ell as a full build-out of the Master Plan of
Highw,ays. In addition, specific land activity and road network assumptions con-
sistent with recently adopted Master Plans were also employed. These back-
ground assumptions do not reflect the more clustered land use patterns tested
in the Comprehensive Growth Policy Study of 1989, and hence reflect the rela-
tively automobile-oriented planned sprawl of most currently adopted Master
Plans. A such, these background land use assumptions may be inconsistent
with planning a more transit and pedestrian friendly development pattern with-
in and outside the Master Plan study areas. Traffic congestion levels inside
Master Plan areas are rather sensitive to these background land use and network
assumptions.

Specific Techniques Used Within the Transportation Model

Like most conventional regional transportation planning modeling systems,
the M-NCPPC model uses a four-step modeling procedure. These four steps are
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common to most transportation planning analyses, whether they are performed
by computer or by manual calculations. The analysis techniques follou,ed in
these four sleps are: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, (3) modal choice,
and (4) trip assignment. These steps are generally carried out in a sequential
interrelated manner. However, there are many differenL techniques that can be
used for each of these four steps. AS such, any one particular transportation
model is composed of a specific set of a combination of techniques that distin-
guish it from another model. Regardless of the technique used in a particular
modeling step, each of the four steps is intended to answer one of the following
basic ques[ions:

Trip Generation. How many trips are there beginning and ending in each
zone?

Trip Distribution. What is the pattern, ordistribution oftrips, beginning
in a zone and ending in each of the other zones?

Modal Choice. What proportion of people traveling between any two
zones will choose which mode among the available choices? How, many
people will occupy each automobile?

Trip Assignment. What is the particular path or route between any two
zonesin thetransportation networks that should reassigned for the antic-
ipated trips between the two zones?

Figure 7 schematically illustrates these four steps for a simple model structure.

As indicated previously, a particular transportation model is distinguished
from other models by the specific combination of techniques it uses for each of
the four steps. The structure of models allows for different techniques to be
used foreach of the steps. The following briefly describes some of the specific
techniques that have been incorporated into the M-NCPPC modeling system.

a) Trip generation [akes land use data on households and jobs, by zone,
and calculates daily zonal trip (auto and truck) productions and attrac-
tions(i.e., point oforigin and destination) for several trip purposes (e.g.,
Home-Based Work, Home-Based Shop, Home-Based Olher and Non-
Home-Based). The total number of trips independent upon what trip
generation rates are used.

b) Trip distribution evaluates therelative attractiveness ofeach destination
to all others and distributes the trips on the basis of a “gravity” tech-
nique. Zone-to-zone travel times are used by the gravity technique to
convert generated trips into a pattern of trips between all zone pairs.
Like Newton’s Law of Gravity, from which thename of the techniques
derived, the number of trips between origin “K and destination “B”is
inversely proportional to the travel time between A and B and directly
proportional to the attractiveness of B relative to all other destinations.
Socio-eccmomic adjustment factors (K-factors) are also applied in this
step to account for interactions not readily captured by the assumption
that travel time and the relative attractiveness are the only determinants
in people’s behavior which establish trip patterns. Stability of these K-
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Schematic Illustration of a Four-Step
Transportation MOael Figure7
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factors over tilne is uncertain, but in the absence of more specific knowl.
edge, they are assumed to be cons[ant

c) Mode Choice techniques generally evaluate the relative time and cost of
traveling betv,een each origin-declination and the quality of conditions
for access to and from public transportation by foot or bicycle. Using
other empirical observed relationships, the mode choice technique cal-
culates the percent of trips between each zone pair that will likely be
made either by automobile or transit. These factors are used to split the
Home-Based Work (HBW) person trip table into a HBW auto driver and
a HBW transit passenger trip table. The key components generally used
to assess transit use and automobile occupancy are the relative travel
time and travel cost From ‘{N to “B” by auto and transil and the quality of
the pedestrian and cycling environment and mix of land use at a small
scale. These costs include parking and fares for each mode.

In lieu of this technique, estimates of the percentage of trips that ivill likely
be made between each zone pair by either automobile or non-automotive mode
are borrowed from earlier and cruder models developed by other agencies.
These mode share percentages are appl)ed to the HBW person trip table to
develop a HBW auto driver trip table and HBW transit trip table. The assumed
default values were derived from several sources including (a) the 1980 Census,
(b) a 1987 simulation by MWCOG of 1985 mode shares, and (c) an earlier
MWCOG simulation done in 1979 which represents Metrorail in the late 1990’s.

d) Tietwork assignment is accomplished by first combining the trip data
for the various trip purposes into composite daily or peak hour data.
This composite data is then assigned to the highway network. Different
techniques exist for assigning these trips to individual paths in the trans-
portation network. These techniques generally seek to minimize delay or
travel time in selecting travel paths and include the consideration of link
capacity and congestion effects. The equilibrium traffic assignment tech-
nique is used in the Master Plan model system. The equilibrium tech-
nique assigns vehicles to the roadway system in such a way that travel
time from origin to destination cannot be reduced by sw,i[ching to an
alternate path.

Figure 8 shows how these four basic step within the transportation model
relate to the analysis context in Figure 3. The inputs involve: (1) network
descriptions for each link, (2) land use and demographic information for each
zone, and (3) assumptions or data relating to items such as through traffic or
truck trips. Depending on the specific techniques used in constructing the
model, these inputs can be used in any combination of the steps within the
transportation analysis model (see Figure 8, page 27), Figure 8 diagrams the
general relationship between the analysis process and model steps and may

appear tO be complex to those unfamiliar with analytical models. However, com-
pared to the computer programs used to do the modeling, Figure 8 is a gross
simplification. Much of this material is an adaptation of the chapter describing
the transportation model used in the Annual Growth Policy process, which has
been presented in the Planning Board’s Report: Alternati~,e Transportation
Scenarios and Staging Ceilings, December, 1987.



27

Relation of the EMME/2 Model to the
Analvsis Context Figure8
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Existing Roadway Network Figure9
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Roadway System Analysis

Current Network and peak Hour Traffic Conditions

The existing road~vay nelwork is depicted in Figure 9. Relative to areas south
of Clarksburg along the 1-270 Corridor, the existing roadway network within
Clarksburg and vicinity is limited.

Current traffic patterns in the Study Aea are heatily dominated by through
traffic (trips with both origins and destinations outside the boundaries of the
Study Area). This results from interstate travel on 1-270 as well as commuter
travel along 1-270, MD 355 and MD 27 between residential areas located to the
north of the Study Area and the 1-270 employment corridor [o the south.
Through Lrips account for about 90 percent of all southbound AM peak hour
travel in the Study Area,

Two major traffic corridors, along I-270/MD 355 and along MD 27, carry the
vast majority of traffic in the Study Area. Morning peak hour traffic patterns
along these routes show approximately 75 percent of all traffic oriented in the
southbound direction, the remaining 25 percent oriented to the north. Morning
peak hour traffic conditions along the 1-270/MD 355 corridor show southbound
1-270 operating near capacity, at level of service (LOS) E, through the Study kea,
Southbound MD 355 operates at LOS C in the AM peak hour. Morning peak
hour conditions show southbound MD 27 operating at LOS D. The remaining
roadways within the Study Area, which serve predominantly local traffic, primar-
ily function at LOS A or B. The definition of these roadway levels-of-service as a
function of roadway capacity is provided in Table 7.

Road Segment Level of Service Table7

LOS Percent of Capacity

A 50- 590A
B 60- 69°h
c 70- 79”h
D 80- 89°A
E ~ 9070

End-State Network and Traffic Conditions

fiea-WideLwelofServiceAalysis
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Given the level of transit service anticipated in this Plan, an end-state average
area-\~,ide level of ser~,ice (LOS) standard C/D was assumed for the Clarksburg
Study Area to evaluate the operation of the highway and transit systems. This
standard is equivalent to the master-planned average area-wide level of sertice
standard for Germantown and is based cm the provision of a moderate level of
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public transportation service as defined by the County’s hnual Growth Policy
(AGP). This ser,,ice t\,ould include the operalion of the Corridor Cities
Transitway through the Study Area, commuter rail service at the Boyds WC
station, and a feeder bus service linking developed areas to transit stations.
Presently, the Study Area has no area-wide transportation service standard due
to the marginal availability of public transit in the area.

The findings of the average area-wide le~~elof service analysis are indicated
below:

. This Plan’s recommended transportation ne[work can support the recom-
mended land use option (approximately 32,360 jobs and 14,940 house-
holds) based on an average area-wide LOS C/D standard.

. ..The land use and ~ransportation recommendations called for in this Plan
will not ad~,ersely affect the end-state ai,erage area-u,ide LOS C/D standard
in the adjacent Germantown Planning Area.

Trip Distribution Analysis

Trip distribution patterns (i.e., the orientation of trips between origins and
destinations) are heavily influenced by the level and mix of land uses within an
area, as well as the transportation system serving that area. Compared to existing
conditions, this Plan recommends significant changes in boLh the level and mix
of land uses, as well as transportation in-fra.slrl~ctl~re,~.,:itb.ir.:he SrG&y.A-es.
Similarly, land development and transportation facilities throughout the region
will change significantly as well and will influence trip distribution patterns for
the Study Area.

Presently, there are approximately 1,800 jobs and 750 households within the
Clarksburg Study Area. County-~vide, jobs and households totals are presently
about 380,000 and 260,000, respectively. As discussed earlier, the transportation
network as well as land development levels for both the Study Area and the
region will change significantly between exisLing conditions and the end-state
zoning capacity.

Hence, end-state trip distribution patterns for trips to, from, and within the
Study Area will differ from current conditions. These differences are depicted in
Figures 10 and 11 which show the distribution of work trips to and from
Clarksburg for both existing ( 1987) and end-state time frames.

The end-state trip distribution analysis of resident work trips from
Clarksburg shows that the vast majority, approximately 80 percent, of workers
residing in the Study Aea are estimated to be employed along the Montgomery
County/Frederick County 1-270 Corridor. As a subset of this percentage, about
21 percent of workers within the Study Area are estimated to both live and work
within the Study kea. bother 8 percent are estimated to be employed in the
Bethesda-Silver Spring and Washington, D.C .-Northern Virginia areas. The
remaining 12 percent of workers living in Clarksburg are estimated to be
employed in other locations throughout the region.
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Distribution of Work Trips from Clarksburg Figuw.10_”.
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Distribution of Work Trips from Clarksburg Figure11
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A similarend-stateanalysis0[work trips to the Clarksburg Study Area shows PMN

thatabout 75 percent of those persons ~vith u,ork destinations in the Study Area
are es[imated to have origins from Clarksburg and the nearby areas of
Germantown-Gaithersburg, rural Montgomery County, and Frederick County.
Another 14 percent of Clarksburg workers are estimated to come from resi-
dences in Damascus as well as Carroll and western Howard Counties along MD
27. The remaining 11 percent of Clarksburg workers are estimated to come from
other areas of the metropolitan region.

Through Traffic Analysis

The effects of through traffic .i,ill continue to be a perI,asi~,e influence on
traffic conditions within the Study Area, accounting for about 85 percent of all

—. ._
southbound AM peak hour trips. The vast majority, about 80 percent, of these
Lrips will originate from jurisdictions north of Mon~gomery County (i.e., south-
central Frederick County along [he 1-270/MD 355 corridor and the Mt. Ary area
of Carroll County, eastern Frederick County along MD 75, and western Howard
County along MD 27). Through traffic will comprise the dominant component
of AM peak hour traffic along 1-270.

The development of the Urbana area as a major employment node in its own
right will provide increasing numbers of Frederick and Montgomery County res-
idents with the opportunity to work in the Urbana area, thus reducing the need
for Frederick County workers to travel in the peak direction through Hyattstown
and Clarksburg to reach workplace destinations along the 1-270 Corridor in
Montgomery County. Further, employment opportunities in Upper Montgomery
and Frederick Counties provide reverse commuting options which improves the
off-peak utiltiation of the roadways and the transitway

Despite increasing employment opportunities within the Study Area, there

appeartobe limited policy measures, short of significantly down-zoning
employment land uses along the 1-270 corridor south of Clarksburg, which the
County alone could undertake LOlimit the growth of through traffic within the
Study Area. This suggests the need to de\,elop regional policy measures to
address this issue.

The amount of through traffic raises concerns regarding the appropriate
methodology for accounting for this traffic in the measurement of policy area
level of service for the Study Area at end-state, as well as within the context of the
AGP. & such, this issue could affect the timing of the implementation of the land
use recommendations of this Plan. The Study Area’s average area-wide LOS as
computed, including 1-270, is projected to be in the upper range of C/D. When I-
270 traffic volumes are excluded, the average area-tide LOS improves to C.

The transportation network recommended in the Plan provides the needed
capacity and multiple travel routes to mitigate through traffic effects on the his-
toric districts located in Hyattsto\vrr and Clarksburg. Transportation recommen-
dations resulting from the 1992 Damascus Master Plan Amendment should limit
through traffic impacts on the Cedar Grove Historic District along MD 27.
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Transit System Analysis

Current Conditions (as of 1993)

Current public transit service in the Study &ea is limited to a single Ride-
On bus route (Route No. 75) along MD 355 linking Clarksburg, Hyattstown and

Urbana to the Shady Grove Metro station and commuter rail sertice al the Boyds
MARC station. The 1987 Census Update Survey estimates that less than 10 per-
cent of employed residents in the Study kea take public transit to work.

As a service to Frederick and Washington County commuters traveling
through the Study fiea, the Mass Transit Administration (MTA) operates peak
period commuter bus service along 1-270 linking Hagerstown and the City of
Frederick ~o LheShady Grove Metro station.

End-State Conditions

This Plan calls for improving current transit service through the provision of
a transitway, improved MARC commuter rail service, high-quality feeder bus ser-
vice linking developed areas to transit stations, transit ser~>iceable development
patterns in proximity to the transitway, and transit-supportive infrastructure
(e.g., sidewalks and bikeways) which could encourage non-motortied access to
transit. To a great extent, these improvements are contemplated to be focused on
ti~e edst side of 1-270 where the bulk of development is recommended.

The anticipated end-state use of transit and carpooling for the Study Area is
the result of this traffic analysis based on the relative attractiveness of each mode
of travel for the end-state land uses. A summary is provided in Table 8:

End-State Commuting Patterns, Datiy Home to Work (0/0)Tables

Auto Auto Walk/
Driver Passenger Transit Bike

‘h Study Aea Residents 75 8 13 4

‘h Study Area Workers 78 8’9 5

Discussion of Rustic Roads

The Clarksburg Master Plan designates certain roads as “rustic.” (See Figure
12, page 35.) The Master Plan explains the Rustic Roads Program and describes
the criteria for both “Rustic Roads” and “Exceptional Rustic Roads.” The rela-
tionship of the Plan designated rustic roads to this criteria is discussed below:
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Rustic Road Recommendations Figure12

Roads recommended as Rustic

■ l=lmlmlt Roada evaluatedandnotrecommended
as Rustic

[llllllrllllttllwlllFutureevaluationas partofanother
maaterplanprocess

~ ;;?2:;;”-’” Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
CO,!>,1551O> &PROmD WZDmOPmD JUNE1994



36

CMRKSBURG
MSTER
PWN–
TECHNIWL
APPENDIX

Old Hundred Road (MD 109)

This section of MD 109 is approximately .61 miles in length, extending from
the interchange ~l~ith1-270 on the ~~,estto Frederick Road (MD 355) cm the east.
West of 1-270, this road continues through the Agricultural Reserve to
Barnesville and then to Poolesville.

Description:It is a 28-foot-wide paved mad u,ith pavement markings and
has curbs along the pavement edge. The road is along the side of a hill
t\,ith the south side sloping doIvn to the adjacent stream. Woods on each
side pro\,ide an enclosed feel to the road. Utilities are along the south side,
as is a guard rail for part of the distance. This road connects 1-270 and
Frederick Road (MD 355).

Criteria: The road traverses an area where natural features predominate. It
is a narrow road in the sense that there is no grading on either side of the
road, but the paI~ement itself is not narrow. This section of mad\vay is not
included in MCDOT’S map showing annual average weekday traffic. No
volume information is available for the mad, but it is evident that the vol-
umes that it carries today do not detract from its rustic character The road
is bordered by woodland, parkland, Hyattstown Historic District, and land
recommended for rural, residential use. This mad is shown on the 1865
Mar[enet and Bond’s Map of Montgomery County as a stage road.

The road had one reporled accident in the period 1989 through 1.991.
There is no indication that it has an accident history that would suggest
unsafe conditions. The classification of this road as a rustic road u,ould
not impair the function of the roadway network, nor would it impair the
safety of the roadway network. The Clarksburg Master Plan supports
removal of the 1-270 interchange if a ne\v interchange is constructed in
Frederick County; MD 109 is no[ anticipated to be needed for a significant
amount of nelv traffic.

Significant Features: The setting is a significant feature of this mad. The
road grades contribute to the rustic character of the mad. The l,ie~!, is
enclosed by trees on both sides for much of its distance.

Rustic Road Network: This mad intersects MD 355. North of the intersec-
tion, MD 355, through ~he historic district of Hyattstown, is recommended
to be classified as a rustic road. MD 109 to the west is on the County
Council’s Interim Road list.

Master Plan of Highways Designation:

Rustic R-1
Right-of-way, 80 feet

Hyattstown Mill Road

Hyattstown Mill Road intersects Frederick Road (MD 355) immediately
south of Old Hundred Road (MD 109) and extends eastward to Clarksburg
Road with the ford through Little Bennett Creek being closed. Approximately .78
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mile from MD 355, the road joins Prescott Road. The combined road goes PMN

through LittleBennettCreek (the aforementioned ford) before dividing into tu,o
individual roads again with HyattsLou~n Mill Road going southeast and Prescott
Road going northeast to Lewisdale Road. Both roads are almost entirely within
Little Bennett Regional Park and are therefore exempt from usual roadlt,ay stan-
dards and development activity. The portion of Hyattstown Mill Road being des-

ignated as a rustic rOad is the public portion – approximately. 11 miles between
Frederick Road (MD 355) and the park.

Description:This shortsection of Hyattstown Mill Road is between 15

and 19 feet wide with a gravel surface and no provision for drainage. The
road passes betw,een an M-NCPPC park playground and a commercial
parking lot at its junclion with MD 355 and leads into the park, although
the road is closed east of Prescott Road in the park. The road leads to
Hyattstown Mill, a historic feature at the edge of the park. The land adja-
cent to the road is level, wi~h mature trees, in particular a walnut tree. A
you approach the park, the character of the road becomes enclosed rather
than open.

Criteria:The road is located in an area where natural and hlstorlc features
predominate. It is a narrow road, clearly intended for local use, and an
extremely lo\v volume of traffic. The road has natural features along part of
its border and provides access to the historic resource of Hyattstown Mill
and a route through a portion of Little Bennett Park via Hyattstown Mill
Road and Prescott Road returning to MD 355 to the south. This road is the
southern boundary of the Hyattstown Historic District, The accident histo-

rY does nOt suggest unsafe conditions. One accident ~vas reported for the
three-year period 1989-1991. The rustic road classification will not impair
the function or safety of the roadway network.

SignificantFeatures:The one-lane character of the mad, the gravel sur.
face, the access to the mill house in the park, and adjacent vegetation.

RusticRoad Network: This road is near but does not connect to R-1 (Old
Hundred Road) and R-3 (Frederick Road).

MasterPlan of Highways Designation:
Exceptional Rustic R-6
Right-of-way, 60 feet

Strin@own Road

This section of Stringtown Road is approximately .61 miles in length,
extending from the future Midcounty Highway to the Study kea boundary.
West of Midcmrnty Highway, Stringtown Road is master planned as an arterial
roadway (A-280) to be realigned and connect directly with Clarksburg Road
(MD 121) and then ,vith Interstate 1-270 at the Clarksburg interchange. To Lhe
east, Stringtown Road continues in the Agricultural Reserve to Kings Valley
Road.’ Stringtotin Road to the east is included on the County Council Interim
List for Rustic Roads.
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Description:StringtownRoad is paved, approximately 18 feet wide. It has
no curbs and slight gravel shoulders \\,ith a drainage ditch along a portion
of one side of the road. At the western end of Lhis road, Piedmont Road
(also a rustic road) is recommended for realignment, consistent with the

rustic road character of these tIvo roads, in order to create adequate inter-
section spacing between Midcounty Highway and Piedmont Road. This
section of Stringtown Road has one other intersection, that of Needle
Drive cm the south side of the road. Needle Drive is part of the street sys-

tem for the Fountain View subdivision which lies between Stringtown
Road and Piedmont Road.

The road has, particularly on the north side, vistas of farmland, open fields
and an old farm house. On the south side is the aforementioned subdivi-
sion. The road has views to the north auray from Clarksburg.

Criteria:The road tra\~erses an area \\,here natural and agricultural features
predominate, It is a narrow road. This section of roadway is not included
in MCDOT’S map showing annual average weekday traffic; therefore, no
volume information is available. The road is bordered by farmland and a
small subdivision. This section of Stringtown Road had no reported acci-
dents for the period 1989 through 1991. The classification of this road as a
rustic road would net impair the function of the roadway network nor
would it impair the safety of the roadway network.

Significant Features: The setting of this road within the terrain is a signifi-
cant [ea[ure, as are the views from t-he road to the north away from
Clarksburg.

Rustic Road Network: This road connects with Piedmont Road, and both
Piedmont Road and Stringtown Road (outside the Clarksburg Study Area)
connect with Hawkes Road. These three roads form a small rustic roads
netw,ork.

Master Plan of Highway Designation:
Rustic R-7
Right-of-w,ay,80 feet

Piedmont Road

Description: Piedmont Road is approximately 1.66 miles long and con-
nects Stringtown Road on the west with Hawkes Road on the east.
Piedmont Road is an 18-foot wide paved road with grass shoulders. The
road has both edge lines and a center line. The one stream crossing is a
culvert. Needle Drive and a CUIde sac named Remae Court intersect with
this roadway on the north side; Skylark Road intersects it on the south
side. The adjacent terrain is level and the views are open. Ovid Hazen
\Vells Park is on the east side. The park land is currently cultivated fields
The road has sharp turns and the appearance of a somewhat modern rural
roadway.

Criteria: Piedmont Road has agricultural uses on one side. Those features
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seem LObe thepredominate characterof the area.Itisa narrow road and is PtAN

intended foTpredominantly local use. It is a low-volume road (not includ-
ed on MCDOT’S Average Annual Weekday Traffic map) and has outstand-
ing vistas of farm fields and rural landscape for a portion of its length.

During the three-year period of 1989-1991, seven accidents occurred along
this section of Piedmont Road. One of these accidents occurred at Hawkes
Road; the others occurred at non-intersection locations. The one at the
intersection was an early morning accident with no identified cause; the
others occurred during the evening and speed was identified as a con-
tributing cause. One of these accidents involved two vehicles; the others
were single vehicles running off the edge of the road. Two of the accidents,
including the two-vehicle one, had possible injuriei the others Ivere prop-
erty damage only.

This road is not needed to serve a major increase in transportation. A
realignment at Stringtown Road is recommended in the Clarksburg Master
Plan in order to create adequate separation between the future intersection
of Midcounty Highway (A-305) and String town Road. That realignment
should be in keeping with the rustic character of both Stringtown Road and
Piedmont Road,

SignificantFeatures:The view of the road as it fits into the adjacent ter-
rain of open fields.

Rustic Roads System: Piedmont Road forms a system of rustic roads when
paired with Stringtown Road and Hawkes Road.

Master Plan of Highways Designation
Rustic Road R-5
Right-of-v,ay, 70 fee~

West Old Baltimore Road

West Old Baltimore Road is a historic alignment, having gone originally from
the C & O Canal at the mouth of Monocacy Road to Baltimore. The road
extended across Montgomery County, Portions of this road still exist in the east-
ern part of the County ivhere it is called Old Baltimore Road. This section
extends from Frederick Road (MD 355) westward to the boundary of the
Clarksburg Master Plan. The rustic road designation has been reviewed in three
sections since the travel needs and the character of the road differ for different
sections. The section of this roadway between MD 355 to MD 121 is needed for
the roadway network and is not recommended as a rustic road. The remaining
portion of this mad between Clarksburg Road (MD 121) and the western study
area boundary meanders through a rural area that is partially wooded and cross-
es Ten Mile Creek as a ford. This section is recommended as a rustic road as
described below.

Description:West Old Baltimore Road in this section is approximately 19
feet wide, paved, with partial curbs in places. The road has extensive vege-
tation along both sides, very close to the roadway edge. At the time the
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road was rield inspected, wild roses were blooming along Lhe edge. Farm
houses, fences co,,ered~vith roses, honeysuckle, andu,ildrlowers and
wooded areas are along this road. The road goes through Ten Mile Creek
as a rOrd.

Criteria: The road is located in an area ~vhere agriculture predominates. It
is a narrow road clearly intended ror local use and has a very Iow volume
or traffic. The road is an alignment or high historic significance. The acci-
dent history does notsuggest unsaretrarric conditions. Forthe three-year
period between 1989 and 1991, Ocrlythree accidents were reported ror the
entire stretch or road between Clarksburg Road (MD 121) and Barnesville.
The road is needed ror local access only and not ror part of the travel net-
work.

Significant Features: This historic alignment, the grades, the roadway
edges, the way this road fils into the terrain, the enclosed feel of the near-
by trees and vegetation, and the ford.

Rustic Roads Network: This road connects from the east with R-2 West
Old Baltimore Road and crosses Peach Tree Road, which is a road on the
Council’s interim list for consideration as a rustic road, and ends at
Barnesville Road, which is also on the Council’s interim list.

Master Plan of Highways Designation:
Exceptional Rustic E-1
Right-of-way, 80 reet

Frederick Road (MD 355)

Frederick Road (MD 355) is a very old road with a historic alignmenl. The
road is sho\vn as a stage road on the 1865 Martenet and Bond’s map of
Montgomery County. Frederick Road is part or the Way West that is commemo-
rated in Montgomery County by the Madonna of the Trail statue in the Bethesda
Central Business District. In the Iow’er part or the County, the road is a major
transportation artery and has been expanded and has lost any semblance or its
original character. The section of roadway between Old Hundred Road (MD
109) and the County line is the heart of the Hyattstown Historic District and
retains the character of a narrow road with buildings very close to the roadway
edge. This road is approximately 0.38 miles long

Description: This short section of road is paved approximately 22 feet
wide with asphalt and has no drainage provisions. The roadway edge is
level on both sides, with mature trees. The road has an enclosed feel both
because of the trees and because it goes through a historic district with
residences very close to the roadway edge. The road has utilities cm both
sides. It has an asphalt sidewalk on one side and the roadway grade itself is
very steep.

Criteria: The road is located in an area where historic reatures predomi-
nate. It is a narrow road. Today it is a State highway and carries trarfic
between Montgomery County and Frederick County. The Interstate
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Highway 1-270 is immediately LOthe west of this location and carries most PMN

of theinterstatetra[fic.When the connection !vith 1-270 is made at Urbana
in Frederick Cmtnt}~,we expect that more of [he intercounty traffic ~villuse
1-270. The Clarksburg Master Plan encourages the use of 1-270 instead of
this section of MD 355.

The accident history does not suggest unsafe conditions. Two accidents
were reported in the three-year period between 1989 and 1991. The 1990
traffic volume map of MCDOT does not show a traffic volume for this por-
tion of Frederick Road. The portion between Comus Road and Old
Hundred Road (MD 109) has an average daily traffic volume of 9,200.

SignificantFeatures:The roadway setting, as it goes through the historic
district, and the connection between the road and the adjacent houses
constitute the significant features of this road.

Rustic Road Network: This road intersects R-1 (Old Hundred Road) and
is close to R-6 (Hyattstown Mill Road). Afl three roads are associated with
the Hyatt; town historic district.

Master Plan of Highways Designation:
Rustic R-3
Right-of-way,80 feet

Hawkes Road

Hawkes Road is approximately 1.06 miles long, running in i northwest
direction from Ridge Road, connecting Ridge Road (MD 27) and Stringtown
Road. The mad is intersected by Piedmont Road entering from the south at a “T”
intersection, Thai portion of the road bettveen Ridge Road and Piedmont Road
is the boundary of the Clarksburg Master Plan Study Aea the remaining por-
tion, between Piedmont Road and Stringtown Road, is within the RDT area of
the Functional Master Plan for the Preservation of Agricultural and Open Space
in Montgomery County.

Description: The section of Ha,vkes Road being considered as part of the
Clarksburg Master Plan is between Piedmont Road and Ridge Road. The
roadway paving is approximately 20 feet, with an asphalt curb on the west
side and a slight gravel shoulder on the east. The road crosses a small
stream and has a guard rail along the side of the road at the crossing, The
roadway edge is level and open with views to Cedar Grove Historic District
in one direction and to the extension of Hawkes Road in the other.

Overhead utilities with wood poles are on both sides of the road. The adja-
cent land on the west side is a commercial nursery and two new houses. A
farm is on the east side,

Criteria:The mad is located in an area where natural or agricultural fea-
tures predominate. The adjacent area is private corrser\,ation or is recom-
mended for rural, residential use. It is a narrow road and is intended pre-
dominantly for local use. The traffic volumes are so low that they have not
been recorded and made a part of the County’s annual average daily traffic
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map. Volumes appear to be low enough not to significantly detract from
the rustic character of the road. The road has natural features along one
side and farm fields and rural landscape on the olher. The road, when
traveling towards Ridge Road, highlights ~he historic landscape of the
Cedar Grove Historic District. The accident history does not suggest
unsafe conditions. One accident was reported for the three-year period
1989-1991. The rustic road classification will not impair the function or
safety of the roadway network.

SignificantFeaNres: The significant feature of the road is the relationship
between the road and the view of Cedar Grove Historic District, the char-
acter of the land use through which it passes, the small s[ream ~hat the
road crosses, and the rural view to the northivest as Hawkes Road contin-
ues o\,er a hill. No outstanding vegetation was identified during the field
check, which was done in April 1993.

RusticRoad Network This road connects the historic district of Cedar
Grove and Piedmont Road and continues into the Agricultural Reserve.

Master Plan ofHighways Designation:

RusticR-4

Right-of-way, 70 feet
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Clarksbur Environmental and Water Resources
fStudy Ana ysis

Environmental concerns have been a major consideration during the Master
Plan process for Clarksburg and the Hyattstown Special Study hea. To better
understand [he environmental characteristics of the Clarksburg Study &ea, the
Montgomery County Planning Department funded an environmental study in
1990 which included the following objectives:

. To identify environmentally sensitive areas

. To evaluate existing water quality conditions in the area contributing 10
Little Seneca Lake.

. To compare existing water quality conditions with future conditions under
different land use scenarios.

. To identi~ potential problem areas for groundwater, water quantity and
water quality.

. To identify mitigation measures to address potential problem areas,

The environmental study, entitled “Clarksburg Environmental and Water
Resources Study” by Greenhorn & O’Mara, is available at the M-NCPPC
Information Counter. The public may review it in the Environmental Planning
Ditision or purchase it for $20.00 at the Information Counter. Due to the length
of the final report and its cost, this section summaries the basic elements of the
study and its relationship to the Master Plan land use recommendations. It
should be pointed out that the environmental staff also used other documents
and resources in making the land use recommendations.
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ReportContent

The Environmental and Water Resources Study fulfilled the report purpose
by completing the following tasks

. Basic data collection, digitization, and delivery of the data in a computer
format (Geographic Information System).

. Groundwater modeling (DRASTIC analysis).

. Water quality and quantity analysis (HSPF modeling and NPS pollution
modeling).

. halysis of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for stormu,ater manage-
ment.

The Environmental and Water Resources Study was a significant part of the
overall environmental analysis completed during the Mas[er Plan process.

ExistingEnvironmentalConditions

The Environmental and Water Resources Study analyzes constraints and

opportunities utiiizing parameters such as floodplains, slopes, soils and U,et.
lands. The Planning Department staff used these maps to develop the early land
use options. As much as possible, the Clarksburg Master Plan effort focused on
avoiding de\,elopment in environmentally sensitive areas and channe!irrg deve!-

Opment in~Othose areas that are more environmentally resilient. The cOmpOsite
cocrstraints and opportunities map became the base map foralternative land use
considerations. By receiving the Study data in a computerized format, the
Planning Department got a head start with its Geographic Information System
(GIS) program. The Study also generated a ,\,etlands map, i~,hich ,,,as combined
with the Ialest da[a from ~he Maryland Department of Natural Resources to pro-
duce a comprehensive wetlands database for the GIS system.

The second step of the Environmental and Water Resources Study was to
im,entoryem,ironmental features,if,hichincluded field verification for accuracy
and to obtain information about current conditions. Significant wetlands were
identified through aerial photos; in some cases, the delineation was adjusted
after field visits. Current environmental dala on flora and fauna was collected
along two transects (one each for Ten Mile Creek and Little Seneca Creek). This
information will be useful in preparing the Clarksburg Wetland Management
Plan aswell asinreviewing actual development projects.

Some limited aquatic sampling was done in Ten Mile Creek and Little Seneca
Creek. Their sampling results are in agreement with earlier sampling done by
the Maryland Department of Natural Resources and more recent sampling done
bycittien vohsnteers and Planning Department staff. Ideally, this type of effort
should continue for a longer time throughout the Study Area. However, funding
constraints restricted the activity to a limited time and area. The collected data
is, in abroad sense, representative of the entire basin and the aquatic sampling
will provide useful background information.
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The Environmental and Water Resources Study also completed additional
floodplain mapping for five minor tributary streamsin thevicinity o[the Tou,n
Center. The maps will be used by Planning Department staff in the approval of
subdivision plans. M-NCPPC has produced 100-year floodplain mapping for
major streams in the Seneca basin since the early 1970’s. Theoretically, new
maps are needed every time there is a change in the land use plan. However,
new regulations and guidelines provide a margin of safety that renders extensive
re-delineatiorr unnecessary. For most purposes, the 100-year floodplain maps
delineated from the previous Master Plan should be valid and will be used to
regulate development.

EPA has designated a sole source aquifer \\hich underlays parts of
Montgomery, Frederick, Hou,ard, and Carroll Counties. A'`sole source'' designa-
tion is used to describe an aquifer that serves asthepopulation’s only available
form of drinking water. The entire Clarksburg Study Area falls within this desig-
nated area. Groundwater analysis ivas considered an important planning tool LO
determine what the effects of development would be on the sole source aquifer.
Most groundwater modeling is expensive and more detailed than needed for
master planning, so this study chose the DRASTIC analysis as a surrogate for
groundwater modeling, Using simple techniques developed by the National
Water Well Association, it identifies potential groundwater pollution problems.
Themodel indicated that most of the sensitive areas togroundwater contamina-
tiorrin Clarksburg were located in stream buffers. The most sensitive groundwa-
ter corrtamina-tion areas outside of stream buffers were included in the Special
Projection keadesigna[ed inthe Master Plan. Athough not every recharge area
is identified by this analysis, the D~TIC model is suitable for master planning
purposes. The staff also had numerous discussions on this subject with repre-
sentatives from EPA Maryland Geological Survey, and staff at Carroll County. .

AnalysisofLandUseOptions

The Environmental and Water Resources Study collected existing water
quality andquantity data andusedtw,o models tocompare alternative land use
scenarios to exis[ing conditions.

A continuous hydrologic simulation model (HSPF), was the best modeling
tool readily a\,ailable that allo~~,edstaff to eI,aluate proposed land uses against
their expected effects onparame[ers with State water quality standards, as well
as important indicators like runoff rates, nutrient and sediment loads and bio-
chemi-

cal oxygen demand. Three runs were made, one forexisting ccmditions and two
distinct land usealternatives (see Figures 12 and 13). Themodel results can be
used for relative comparisons of land uses, but are not accurate enough for judg-
ing absolute pollutant levels.

In both alternati~,es, the forest cover ~{,asset at 26 percent, based on the
assumption that all stream valley buffers would be completely forested. (The
stream valley buffers arerrot, in fact, completely forested. However, the County’s
new tree legislation will help in achieving this objective.) The results show that
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both options ,vould meet most of the state’s standards for Use IV waters, with
some \,iolations (or temperature standards in certain stream reaches. The Master
Plan designate these reaches and their drainage areas as Special Protection
Areas.

A simpler screening analysis, the ,NPS model, was developed to extrapolate
the results of the HSPF model to later land use scenarios. This was used to eval-
uate the Transit Corridor Concentration (TCC) Option and the Suburban
Pattern with Transit Option. The Approved and Adopted Land Use Plan is a
refined version of these options. This model projected similar parameters as
HSPF, but also included trace metals. These parameters were examined in order
to give a more complete picture of the effects of urbantiatimr on water quality.

Model results showed that all land use o,ptions would increase water temper-
ature, urban pollutant loadings, and runoff volumes and rates aboI,e existing lev-
els. The TCC Option indicated relatively higher nutrient loadings due to the
assumption that there would be more agricul~ural land. (See discussion on
model limitations. ) The TCC Option also showed lower toxic chemical and met-
als concentrations entering the Little Seneca Lake compared to the other land
use scenarios. As a result of this modeling effort, planning staff focused on the
TCC Option as the preferred land use option and began to examine mitigation
of unavoidable environmental impacts.

PotentialMitigation

For the most part, the Environmental and Water Resources Study modeling
efforts dealt with land use changes without considering mitigation. The

apprOach which the Clarksburg Master Plan takes towards its environmental set.

tingisto a\,oidimpacts through adoption of land use alLernatii,esthatoffer pro-
tection and, w,hen unavoidable impacts are anticipated, to mitigate to the great-
est extent practicable. Therefore, staff also asked that the Study look at what
reductions in pollutant loadings could be obtained with appropriate stormwater
management (SWM ) where development is anticipated. In response to suWes-
tions from the Clarksburg Citizens Ad\~isory Committee, the Planning
Department asked them to especially focus on identifying sites for regional or
“shared” best management practices (BMPs) in selected areas to control runoff
from adjacent areas planned for significant detielopment.

There are several justifiable criticisms about the methodoloW, manner, and
implementation of BMPs. Many criticisms stem from earlier poor planning
efforts in siting and designing regional stormwater management facilities. The
Study proposes 14 “good to excellent potential” shared SWM facility sites. Using
available data at a planning scale level, the Study has effectively screened out
environmentally sensitive areas, such as forests and wetlands, as well as overly
large drainage areas, so that the proposed BMPs are realistically prioritized.
More detailed engineering studies and assessment by County staff, as well as a
state permit, are needed before a shared facility can be implemented.
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Model Limitations

Much of the Environmental and Water Resources Study’s work used mathe-
matical models. NI models are subject to limitations which must be kept in
mind when the results are evaluated. For instance, the water quality models did
not include the effects of any agricultural Best Management Practices (BMPs)
other [ban conservation tillage (primarily no-till practices). Both the NPS and
the HSPF model considered a worst-case scenario where agriculture’s water
quality effects are largely unmitigated, thus inflating the projected nutrient
loads. These assumptions should be considered before judging the land use rec-
ommendations in the Master Plan.

With the large lot zoning proposed in the Master Plan, more farmers will
probably join the County’s agricultural preservation program, which requires a
Montgomery County Soil and Water Conser\,ation District (MSCD) approved
soil conservation plan. This Plan would require appropriate conservation prac-
tices for each site, including any needed erosion and sediment practices, animal
waste management, and stabiltied waterways. According to MSCD, about 56 per-
cent of the agricultural acreage in the County has a conservation plan. The
BMPs associated with crop management are very cost-effective and can save the
farmer enough money through reduced fertilizer, pesticide applications, and
irrigation costs that they become attractive, especially with the government’s
cost-share programs. It is expected that these BMPs will become more prevalent
and serve to improve water quality in the Ten Mile Creek watershed beyond its
current “good” level.

Another limitation is found in the use of the HSPF model. This model was
an adaptation of a model used in an earlier study. At the time, Seneca Creek at
MD 28 uas used for the calibration and Little Seneca Lake had not been built.
Due to limited funds, no additional water quali[y monitoring station could be
set up and or new calibration could be done. However, considering the scope of
the analysis, in staff’s professional judgment, the results of the HSPF model
runs are useful for comparing water quality impacts of alternative land use

Op[iOns

Finally, the NPS model likely underestimated pollutant removal in the miti-
gation analysis of the shared storm~vater management facilities, The model cal-
culates pollutant removal efficiencies for ponds as a percentage of the average
pollutant load reaching the pond. In this model, the pond only traps a fraction
of the load for a homogeneous sub-area; but in reality, the pond would be locat-
ed to trap runoff from the high density land uses clustered within a sub-area,
while lower densily uses that produce less pollutants would not drain to the

pond. Thus, the shared facilities will be situated to catch the most polluted
rttnoff, but the model cannot divide the sub-areas into small enough land use
blocks to reflect this.
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Conclusion

The Environmental and Water Resources Study is just one component of the
evaluation and research that was done LOplan for maintenance of a heakhy
ecosystem in Clarksburg. Of the early land use options evaluated in the Study,
the Transit Corridor Concentration (TCC) Option was evaluated most favorably.
In addition to Study findings, the TCC Option has many more advantages in
terms of overall environmental goals (such as more compact road, networks,
which im~olve less imperviousness and de[riment to air quality, better energy
conservation through concentration of density near transitway, and increased
preservation of other natural resources like trees and wetlands).

The Approved and Adopted Land Use. Plan allOWS more development than
ihe TCC option to help achieve housing and economic development goals. Some
land use recommendations, like location of Site 30 or the Town Center, ~i,ere
based on other planning considerations recogntiing fully that negative impact
will have to be mitigated. The Plan includes a detailed discussion of these miti-
gation strategies

Some people believe that spreading moderate intensity development
throughout the entire Clarksburg Study Area may be environmentally accept-
able. In the Planning Boards judgment, it may have a severe negative impact on
Ten Mile Creek but will be tested in the area east of Ten Mile Creek due to hous-
ing and employment needs. Ten Mile Creek has low base flow, shallow depth tc
bed rock, and soii that does not have the capacity to assimilate higher density
runoff. It also has an expansiI’e forest cover. By comparison, Little Seneca Creek
has a larger base flow and more pervious soil with a greater capacity to absorb
runoff. It is envisioned that Little Seneca Creek and the developed portions of
Ten Mile Creek will be afforested and u,ill undergo some stream restoration
through development to help re-naturalke the watershed.

The Study, kvith support from County, State, and federal agencies, represents
the best available technical documentation produced for the development of any
master plan [o date. One may disagree tvith interpretation of the Study’s results
but the technical information provided is factual and accurate commensurable
with the resources allocated to the effort.
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Study Findings and Master Plan Response Table9

The Environmental and Water Resources
Stody Results and Conclusion

Study identified environmental constraints
from existing published data and aerial pho-
tos, as well as field data (primarily wetlands,
floodplains, and steep slopes).

Em,ironmental inventory showed good diver-
sity of floral and faunal species. The largest
habi[at (by acreage) is found along stream
valleys in all three sub-u, alersheds (Li[[le
Seneca Creek, Ten Mile Creek, and Cabin
Branch) to Little Seneca Lake, The other
main habitat is upland hardwood forests,
found along hillsides and high areas. The Ten
Mile Creek watershed has the most upland
hardwood forest acre age.

-—- —.- .. . ..— . . . . . ..—..—-

Field da[a and aquatic sampling showed high
sediment accumulation in Little Seneca
Creek, whereas Ten Mile Creek was relatively
free of sediment deposition, The Study con-
cluded that Ten Mile Creek supports a more
dii,erse benthic (s[ream bo[tom) macminver-
tebrate population than Li[tle Seneca Creek,
based on this and slight differences in diversi-
ty indices.

The gmundwater pollution predictor method
(DRASTIC) used in the Sludy indicated that
the areas most sensitive to gmundwater con-
tamination are stream valleys.

Master Plan Response

Initial land use plans v,ere formulated to pre-
serve stream valley buffers. These will include
steep slopes, floodplains, and most wetlands, as
~I,ell as some areas included to pre serve trees
and protect headwaiters and adjacent steep slope
areas,

Bottomland hardwood forests \vill be preserved
via stream buffers. The most extensive areas of

upland hardwood forests are in the Ten Mile
Creek area, which will largely consist of rural,
low, density zoning to take de\,elopment pres-
sure off the large contiguous forested areas out-
side the stream buffer corridors,

The Master Plan recommends low density zon-
ing for the west side of Ten Mile Creek to con-
tinue the rural land use patterns that so far have
preserved healthy stream conditions that sup-
port aquatic life. The areas of Ten Mile Creek
slated for development are targeted for addition-
al mitigation mea sures, such as a development
limit on industrial sites and expanded green

space On the residential portion. MI streams tiill
benefit from the stream buffers that ~111 be
implemented through the regulatory develop-
ment process.

Most groundv,ater recharge areas are on slopes
adjacent to streams, which will be preserved in
stream valley buffers, which will be eqanded to
include the highest risk areas identified by
DRASTIC analysis. Recharge areas in Little
Seneca Creek and Cabin Branch that do not fall
in stream buffers will be covered by special
development guidelines to be developed later.

~ Z:?:%::”GP’TX” Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
CO>I>I15S1O. hPROVED wv ~OPTED JUNE 1994
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Study Findings and Master Plan Response (cent.) Table9

TheEntircmmentalandWaterResources
StudyResultsandConclusion

By comparing existing land use to several
urban land use scenarios, water quality model-
ing (using HSPF and NPS models) indicated
that agricultural pollutants, such as sediment
and nutrients, would decrease as a watershed
was urbanized, but urban polhrtanls (grease,
oil trace metals, and toxic chemicals) would
increase. Nso, streams would ewe rience lower
baseffow, higher storm runoff rates and veloci-
ties, and higher water temperatures as the
watershed urbanized. Ten Mile Creek would
experience moderate to severe impacts from
runoff increase under the low density residen-
tial zones proposed in the Suburban Pattern
with Transit option. By contrast, Little Seneca
Creek and Cabin Branch both were predicted
to have only slight increases in runoff, even
under higher densities than either [he staff’s
land use plan (Transit Corridor Pattern option)
or the Suburban Pattern option.

.

‘Water quality modeling projected moderate
to severe ther mal impacts to some stream
reaches in Little Seneca Creek and Ten Mile
Creek, kvhich might disrupt cold-,vater fish
habitats.

Master Plan Response

The recommended land use plan limits these
impacts as much as possible in the areas where
development is necessary to meet Clarksburg’s
and the County’s needs. The land use plan
reduces urban pollutants by emphastiing mass
transit and grouping higher density land uses
into areas easily ser\~ed by the existing and pro-
posed road infrastructure. This op[iorr also pro-
tides for more tree retention and open space, and
less imperviousness than any other option con-
sidered. Finally, this Plan is especially respcmsi\,e
to protecting the environmental features of the
Ten Mile Creek u,atershed, where there is more

upland fOrest, a healthier aquatic habitat, and
lower and less constant baseflow, by keeping
tnuch of the area in agricultural open space. Agri
cultural pollutants are expected to stabilize, and
eventually decrease, as permanent farmers using
Soil Conservation Semite – approved best man-
agement practices replace tenant farmers.

The Master Plan recommends amending the
Environmental Guidelines for Subdivision review
to allow more careful environmental review in
Special Protection Areas of Clarksburg. This
includes areas expected to ha~~ethermal impacts
from development. The County’s water quality
review process, expected to be adopted in 1994,
will also assist in assessing effective BMP designs,

The environmental impacts of increased
stormwater runoff and pollutants can be
reduced through mitigation by stormwater
management. Stormwater management
should combine on-site controls, especially
for water quality treat ment, with shared facil-
ities where individual facilities are not practi-
cal. After screening ‘for suitable combinations
of moderate-high density land use, little wet-
land or forest impact and drainage area size,
22 potential regional stormwater manage-
ment locations were identified.

The Master Plan calls for various environmental
strategies to be ilnplemented through the regula-
tory process that will mitigate development’s
effects. Setting aside undisturbed stream buffers,
reforesting open areas along streams, and
designing, constructing, and maintaining envi-
ronmentally sensitive stormwater management
facilities are all considered mitigation measures.
The Plan supports state-of-the-art stormwater
management, and suggests that the sites identi
fied as potential shared stormwater management
facilities be considered for implementation by
the County’s Department of-Environmental
Protection during the regulatory retiew process.

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area g ::;;~~:;.m,,x

APpaovErrMD AOOPmD JUNE 1994 Co\!\!,sslos
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The Maryland Department of Lhe Environment applies distinct designated
water uses for the surface waters of the state, each having a specific set of stan-
dards. The designated Waler uses and their standards are:

A. USE 1:WATER CONTACT RECREATION & PROTECTION OF
AQUATIC LIFE

Waters which are suitable for: v,ater contact sports, play and leisure time
activities where the human body may come in direct contact with the surface
water, fishing, the growth and propagation of fish (other than trout), other

aqualic life and wildlife, agricultural u,ater supply, and industrial water SUPPIY,

Criteria forUseIwaters:
a. Bacteriological – there may not be any source of pathogenic or harmful

organisms in sufficient quantities to constitute a public health hazard. A
public health hazard will be presumed u,hen:

i. fecal coliform density exceeds alogmean of200per 100ml basedon
minimumof5 samples taken over 30 days;

ii 10percent oftotal number ofsamples exceed 400per100ml; or

111,except when a sanitary survey approved by the Maryland Department
of the Environment discloses no significant health hazard, (i) and (ii)
do not apply.

b. Dissolved Oxygen -ma~, not belessthan 5.Omg/liter at anytime.

c. Temperature – maximum temperature outside the mixing zone may not
exceed 90 degrees F (32 degrees C) or the ambient temperature of the sur-
face waters, whichever is grea[er. A thermal barrier which adversely affects

aquatic life may not be es~ablished.

d. pH-Normal pHvalues maynotbe less than 6.50rgreater [han 8.5

e. Turbidity –may not exceed levels detrimental to aquatic life. Turbidity in
thesurface waterresulting from anydischarge may not exceed 150 unitsat
any time or 50 units as a monthlyaverage.

f. Toxic Substances –all toxic substance criteria to protect freshwater and
estuarine and saltwater aquatic organisms, and the wholesomeness of fish
for human consumption apply in fresh, estuarine and salt waters, (See
COMAR 26.08 .02.03-3.)
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B. USE1-P:WATER CONTACT RECREATION, PROTECTION OF
AQUATIC LIFE,AND PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY

Waters which are suited for all uses identified in Use I and use as a public
Ivater supply,

Criteria for Use I-P u,aters

a. The criteria for Use 1waters (a)-(e)

b. Toxic Substances – all toxic substances criteria to protect fresh water

aquatic organisms and tO prOtect public water supplies and the whO~e-
someness of fish for human consumplicm apply.

C. USE Ilv SHELLFISH HARVESTING WATERS

None in Montgomery County

D. USE 111:NATURAL TROUT WATERS

Waters which are suitablefor Lhe growth and propagation of trout and which
are capable of supporting self-sustaining trout populations and their associated
food organisms.

Criteria for Use 111w~aters:

a. Bacteriological – same as Use 1waters

b. Dissolved Oxygen – may not be less than 5.0 mg/liter at any time with a
minimum daily a~,erage of not less than 6.0 mg/liter.

c. Temperature – maximum temperature outside the mixing zone may not
exceed 68 degrees F (20 degrees C) or the ambient temperature of the sur-
face water, whichever is greater. A thermal barrier that ad\ersely affects

aquatic life may not be established

d. pH – same as Use I w,aters

e. Turbidity —same as Use I vraters

f. Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) – except as provided in COMAR
26,08.03.06, theDepartment may not issue a permit allowing the use of
chlorine or chlorine compounds in the treatment of wastewater discharg-
ing to Use 111and 111-Pwaters.

g, Toxic Substances – all criteria to protect fresh water aquatic organisms and
the wholesomeness of fish for human consumption apply.

E. USE III-P: NATURAL TROUT WATERS AND PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY

Waters which include all uses identified for Use 111waters and use as a pub-
lic water supply.



55

ENVIRONMENTAL
PMN

Criteria for Use 111-P!i,aters:

a. The criteria for Use Ill u,alers (a)-(~

b. Toxic Substances – all toxic substances criteria to protect fresh u,ater

aqua[icorganismsand to protect public water supplies and the \vhole.
someness of fish for human consumption apply,

F. USE NRECREA~ONAL TROUT WATERS

Waters w,hich are capable of holding or supporting adult trout for put and
take fishing and which are managed as a special fishery by periodic stocking
and seasonal catching (cold or \varm waters).

Criteria fOrUse IV waters:

a. Bacteriological –satne as Use 1waters

b, Dissolved Oxygen -salneas Use I waters

c. Temperature – maximum temperature outside the mixing zone may not
exceed 75 degrees F (23 degrees C) or the ambient temperature of the sur-
face water, whichever isgreater. A thermal barrier that adversely affects

aquatic life may not be established.

d. pH–same as Use I waters

e. Turbidity –sameas Usel waters

f. Toxic Substances -all toxic substance criteria toprotect fresh water aquat-
ic organisms and the wholesomeness of fish for human consumption
“apply.

G. USE IV-P:RECREATIONAL TROUT WATERS AND PUBLIC WATER
SUPPLY

Waters which include all uses identified for Use IV u,aters and use as a pub-
lic water suppl~~.

Criteria forUse IV-P wa[ers

a. The criteria for Use IV waters (a)-(e)

b. Toxic Substances – all toxic substances criteria to protect fresh water
aquatic organisms and to protect public water supplies and the whole-
someness of fish [or human consumption apply.

COMR 26.08.02.04 hti-Degradation Policy

A Certain w,aters of this slate possess an existing quality which is better than
[he water quality standards established for them. The quality of these
waters shall be maintained unless:
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1. The Department detel-rnines a change is justifiable as a result of neces-
sary economic or social development, and

2. A change will not diminish uses made of, or presently possible, in
these waters.

B. To accomplish the objective of maintaining existing wa[er qualily:

1. New and existing point sources shall achie\>e Lhe highest applicable
stalutory and regulatory effluent requiremen~s, and

2. Nonpoint sources shall achieve all cost effecti\,e and reasonable bes[
management practices for nonpoin[ sourcecontrol.

C. The Department shall discourage the downgrading of any stream from a
designated use with more stringent criteria to one with less stringent crite-
ria. Do~~,ngrading may only be considered ifi

1. The designated use is not attainable because of natural causes,

2. The designated use is not attainable because of irretrievable man-
induced conditions, or

3. Controls more stringent than the effluent limitations and national
performance standards mandated by the Federal Act, and required by
the Department, would result in substantial and v,idespread econom-
ic and social impact.

D. The Department S1-railprovide public notice and opportunity for a public
hearing on the proposed change before:

1. Permitting a change in high quality waters or

2. Downgrading any stream use designation.

E. Water which does not meet the standards established for it shall be
improved to meet the standards.
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State Water Class Uses for Montgomery County Streams Table10

Use Waters Limits

Use I

Use 11 None

Use 111 (*) Paint Branch and all tributaries Upstream of Capi~al Beltway (I-495)(*, Rock creek and ~,, ~ribu[arie5 ... ................ .................. ............."... ................ ...............
Upstream of Muncaster Mill Road[*, North Branch Rock ~reekand ..........................................................................................................
Upstream of Muncaster Mill Road

all tributaries

Use III-P (*) Litde Bennett Creek and all Ups[ream of MD 355
tributaries

.,
tributaries between the B&O RailroadBridge

and the confluence with Bucklodge

SenecaCreek

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area q ;~~::;.wn.

MPRO\,ED AND ADOPmD JUNE t 99+ Cox!xl]s?,,>.
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State Water Class Uses for Montgomery County Streams (cont.) Table10

Use Waters Limits

Use IV (~) Rock Creek and all tributaries From MD 28 to Mucrcaster Mill

(*) NOrthwest Branch and all trib. Road up~tream (~’E;~w:st
utaries Highway (MD 410)

Use IV-P
(+) Patuxent River and all tribu- Between Rocky Gorge and
taries Triadelphia -

Reservoirs, including Triadelphia
Reservoir

(*) Little Seneca Creek and alltrlb. Upstream of Little Seneca Lake
utaries

g ;~~;~:;.m,,. Clarkburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
c“\t<,131”, MPROVED MD AOOWEO JUNE 1994
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Use Designation of Ten Mile Creek

Background Materials

The Planning Board held a Public Forum to seek comments on whether the des-

ignation of Ten Mile Creek as a Use I-P by the Maryland Department of the
Environment rather than Use IV-P should be the basis for re-examining and
modifying land use recommendations for the Ten Mile Creek Drainage Area. A
summary of the public testimony is attached as well as a copy of the staff report
to the Planning Board.
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A. Letter from Planning Board to Montgomery County
Council dated January 28, 1994 discussing the
designation of Ten Mile Creek as a Use I-P rather than
Use IV-P.
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The Honorable
President

E787Geoqia A~nue. ~lverSpfing,Maqland2091@3760

[3011 49%605

MoncgomeW CounW PlanningBoard
Officeoftie Chaiman

January 28, 1994

William E. Hanna, Jr.

Montgomery County Council
Stella B, Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue

\

Rockville, MD 20850

Dear Mr. Hanna:

On January 6th, the Planning Board held a Public Forum to seek
comment on whether the designation of Ten Mile Creek as a Use I-P
by the Maryland Department of the Environment rather than Use IV-P
should be the basis for re-examining and. modifyin9 land use
recommendations for the Ten Mile Creek Drainage Area. A summary of
the public testimony is attached as well as a copy of the staff
report to the Board. Staff will forward a complete package of
correspondence received on this matter under separate cover.

On January 27, the Planning Board discussed the testimony and
considered whether the change should be the basis for
reconsideration of the recommendations in the Planning Board
(Final) Draft Plan.

The Planning Board did not reach consensus on this issue. Two of
the members, Commissioner Baptiste and myself, continue to support
the Draft Plants land use recommendations for the Ten Mile Creek
Drainage Area. Ten Mile Creek is a high quality cold water habitat
and that fact is indisputable regardless of the ‘state use
designation. I believe you w1ll find in your review of the
testimony that there is general agreement on this fact.

To help the PHED Committee better understand the many public policy
issues that influence the recommended land use pattern for Ten Mile
Creek, Commissioner Baptiste and I have included the draft language
requested by the County Executive at the Public Forum and prepared
by staff as an attachment to this letter.

Commissioners Ruthann Aron and Davis Richardson continue to have
strong reservations about the land use pattern for Ten Mile Creek.
Commissioner Aron stated that the change in use designation from
IV-P to I-P only reinforces her commitment to a compromise
residential land use pattern west of 1-270. Commissioner
Richardson expressed his belief that the Plan treats Ten Mile Creek
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Tie Honorable Willim E. Hanna,’ Jr.
Page 2
January 28, 1994

in a manner that is out of proportion to its designation as a Use
I-P and reiterated his concerns about the lack of environmental
controls for proposed public use development on Site 30.

I have urged members of the Board to attend the PHED worksession on
Ten Mile Creek to e~ress their views and opinione. As always we
look forward to working with you as the Draft Plan goes forward.

Sincerely,

— —. --””-”~v~% “
Nancy H. Floreen
Acting Chair

NMF:md
Attachment

N:\TMC~F.let
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January 3, 1994

To: Montgomery County Planning Board

~OM : Environmental Planning Division
Community Planning Division

SUBJECT : Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarksburg Master Plan:
Background Materials for Public Forum on Use
Designation of Ten Mile Creek

The topic of the January 6 Public Forum is whether the fact
that Ten Mile Creek is currently designated Use I-P by the Maryland
State Department of the Environment rather than Use IV-P should be
the basis for re-examining and modifying land use recommendations
for the Ten Mile Creek Drainage Area. This review was requested by
the County Council Planning, Housing, and Economic Development
(PHED) Committee at a recent Clarksburg Master Plan worksession.

No other Xaeter Plan issueg are before the Planning Board at
this time. Staff will respond to the Public Forum comments and
make a recommendation to the Planning Board prior to the next
scheduled County Council Worksession on the Master Plan (January
31) .

Backaound

Throughout the Clarksburg Master Plan process, Ten Mile Creek
has been referred to as a Use IV-P stream. This assumption is
reflected in the Planni]~g Board (Final) Draft Plan on page 138
where the Plan states:

Streams in the Little Seneca Lake watershed are designated as
suitable for recreational trout populations (put-and-take, o=
periodic stocking and seasonal catching) by the Maryland
Department of the Environment (Use IV-P) and have associated
standards for temperature and chlorine. Water temperature
mUSt remain cool to keep this designation. (See Stream
Designation Listing of Montgomery County Streams in the
Technical Appendix.)
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Also, the Technical Appendix for the Plan includes as Figure
14 a map showing Little Seneca Creek watershed as Use IV-P within
the Clarksburg Study Area (see Attachment 1).

In November, vhile investigating a site on the Lake Churchill
tributary in Germantown, the Planning Department staff found that
not all tributaries to Little Seneca Lake are designated Use IV-P.
Subsequent investigation revealed that above Little Seneca Lake,
only Little Seneca Creek proper is currently designated Use IV-P in
the Code of Maryland Re~lations (see Attachment 2). All Oth~
tributaries, including Ten Mile Creek and Cabin Branch are
designated Use I-P.

M analyeis of legislative history reveals that in 1974 (in
the Department.of Natural Resources-Regulations) and again in 1978” -
(in the Code of Maryland Regulations) , the state designated Little
Seneca Creek and all its tributaries above Route 28 as “trout
streamsn with regard to fishinq in the non-tidal waters of
Maryland. In 1980, Department of Natural Resources built on these
re~lations, introducing the use designations as we know them today
to protect fisheries from water DollutiO~. The new regulations
also modified the designations on many streams throughout the state
that would be affected. At that time, a specific state coordinate
point was incorporated into the listing for Little Seneca Creek and
all its tributaries. This moved the Use IV designation consid-
erably upstream, above the point where the Lake Churchill tributary
joins the mainstem and downgrading a considerable length of t~-e
nainstez, including Ca”Din Branch and Ten Mile Creek.

According to the Maryland Department of the Environment (which
has since been delegated the responsibility for water use designa-
tion), no evidence exists in the file regarding the reason for this
change, nor is any testimony recorded for or against it. Appar-
ently, this change went unnoticed by all local agencies and envi-
ronmental groups alike. The coordinate point had no description of
its location. All reports by any agency or consultant done since
that time list Ten Mile Creek and Cabin Branch as Use IV etreams.
The “P” designation was added after the construction of the dam to
reflect the fact that these areas drain to a public water supply.

REWTION OF CWGE IN USE DESIGNATION TO CLARKSBURG MASTER PW
LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TEN MILE CREEK AR=

The Planning Board (Final) Draft Master Plan land use
recommendations for Ten Mile Creek drainage area are shown in
Attachment 3.

This land use pattern reflects the following Plan objectives:

9 Create a land use pattern for the Town Center portion of
the Ten Mile Creek area which balances comunity building
objectives with environmental concerns (Page 50).

● Recommend a land use pattern west of Ten Mile Creek which
is supportive of the Agricultural Reserve (Page 84).
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● Recommend a land usa pattern east of Ten Hile =eek whi~
suppo*s the continuation of the Ten Mile ~eak as a
significant environmental asset (Page 86).

● Provide general guidance in terms of future potential
uses of County owned land (Page 88).

These objectives, especially the one relating to land use east
of Ten Mile Creek, reflect environmental concerns based on studies
done as part of the Master Plan process.

As noted in the Planning Board Draft Plan on page 139:

A year long field sampling and laboratory assessment of
a~atic life will be completed in December, 1993 by tie
MOntgOme~ County Planning Department. The study uses tie EpA
Rapid Bioassessment Protocol II to establish baseline
information on biotic conditions as indicators of water
~ality. Preliminary results for Ten Mile Creek and Little
Seneca Creek show that they continue to support a wide variety
of aguatic life. There is no evidence of long-term damage
from temperature impacts. The results confirm that the ‘
tributaries are functioning as healthy Use IV-P streams. Ten
Mile Creek was found to have slightly more diverse and
pollution-sensitive macroinvertebrates than Little Seneca
Creek.

Staff studies, as well
Master Plan process, show
water habitat.

as those done by consultants during the
that the stream is a“n excellent cold

If it was known earlier in the Master Plan process that Ten
Mile Creek was designated Use I-P, staff would certainly have
worked with the State and Department of Environmental Protection to
conduct the tests necessary to ascertain the
designation.

appropriate
A critical Diece. of information that is missinq from

the State~s point of vi;w is continuous temperature noni<oring
during the summer. Random tests taken last summer have indicated
temperatures within

REVIEW OF PREVIOUS
mm

the proper range, but they were not continuous.

P-ING BOW WO=SESSION ON TEN MILE CREM

Attached is the packet prepared by staff as background to the
Planning Boardts September 17, 1992 discussion of the Ten Mile
Creek Area.

The State of Marylandrs current designation of Ten Mile Creek
as Use I-P rather than use IV-P does not alter the basic conclusion
of the staff report:

Staff is recommending that the Planning Board approve [a land
use pattern], which emphasizes rural and open space land uses
west of 1-270. Concern about the environmental impacts of
development on Ten Mile creek is the basis for this



rec~endstion. ::,*-”.titicussti later M this r“eport, [allow-
residential development east of Ten Mile ~eek] doee achieve
public policy objectives concerning housing and the creation
of additional ~R receiving areas. However, staff has
concluded that the desirability of protecting Tsn Mile ~eek,
a relatively fragile stre~, from additional development
~~d~e~hould be the nest important public policy governing

Mter a lengthy discussion of what ths key public policy
objectives should be in the Ten Mile Creek watershed, the Planning
Board mdrs voted 3-2 to endorse etaff8s recommendation.

X:ss/b:temile/ss

‘At”tacti”ents- - ““ “- -
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State Water Class Uses for Montgomery
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B. Planning Board Staff Response on Use Designation



B
THE RND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

PP

S787 Geo~ia Avenue . Slwr Spfing. Mawland 209 10-37S0

Agenda Date: Septtier 17, 1992

Agenda It-: #23

Septtier 14, 1992

TO: Montgomery County Planning Board

*

L
non : Lyn COl~ , Coordinator, Comunity Planning Division

S~CT: Worksession #5: PrelWnary ~aft Clarksburg Master
Plan and Hyattstcvn Special Study Area for Properties:
Area West of 1-270

The area west of 1-270 includes the two analysis areas shown on
page 2: the Win Branch Neighborhood and the Ten Mile Creek area.

The proposed agenda is as follows:

I. ~~iev of ~rtunitias ~ tinstrainte West of 1-270

This vill be an oral presentation by staff at the
wortiession and will include a brief slide show.

11. Presentation of Land Use

A. Options included in

1. Transit Corridor
2. Stiurban Pattern

Plan ~iona for West of 1-270

the Preltiinary Draft Plan

Pattern (see page 100 of Plan)
with Transit (see page 106 of Plan)

B. Modified options prepared
Public Hearing testtiony

Packet reference:
@ -@

by staff in response to
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.. .......Analysis Areas

= ANALYSIS AR= BOUNDARY

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area g ;:;y~::;”w’r’”
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III. Staff ~ysis of =fied ~ Use Plan Options

A. Relationship to Master Plan Policies

B. Relationship to County-wide Housing Needs

c. Relationship to County-wide ~plo~ent Needs

Packet reference: @“@

m. Discussion of Staff Re~tion: ~fied”~it
~rridor Pattern

Packet reference:

v. Response to Public

Packet reference:

~OPOSED ~SIONS TO WO~ESSION S=- ~ TOPICS

The tentative schedtie for the rmtiing worksessions is shown as
Atta~ent 1. Staff has recently received an alternative develc~ent
concept for the 670

B

re Slidell/Shiloh ~urch properties west of Ten
Mile Creek (see page . This concept is not pa* of the Public L
Hearing record. If e Planning Board wishes to discuss this proposti
in any detail, an additional worksession will be necessary.

Atta~ent 2 s~izes all the Planning Board recommended
changes in tem of development yields.

Staff recmanded changes for the win Branch Neighborhood and
Ten Mile ~eek Area are also shown. The rationale for these changes
is discussed in the analysis po*ion of the packet.

The recomanded housing mix guidelines are included as Atta&ent
3. The changes being prcposed for the Cabin Branch Neighborhood are.
consistent with the guidelines approved by the Board for the NewCut
Road Neighborhood.

L -.
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#1

#2

#3

*4

*5

#6

#7

#8

#9

my 21

June 25

Jtiy 9

AuWt. 3..

Sept*er 17

-ober 15

Wed of
Rov-er 9

Oec*er 8

Week of
~c~er 14

Planning Policies Cmpleted

Town Center Cmpleted

~viromental Overview C~leted
Byattstown Special Study Area

.-es.it..Corridor Dis~ict Completed _ .
Newcut Road Neighborhood
Ridge Road Transition Area
Brti Road Trmsition Area

West of 1-270 Evening
- Ten tile Cre~ Area
- Csbti Branch Neighborhood

Eyattstown Special Study Area To be det~ed
Transportation

Phasing Concepts To be detemined
Zisterie Esso=ees
~viromental Plan Recmendations

Iml=entation To be detetied
Greenways/Parks
other Public Facilities

Approval to Print Final To be detmined
Draft Plan

Revised: 8/92’”’””’



Prel~nary Staff Rec~ended
Draft Plm ~anges

Malvsis Area Acres Dwellinu Units ~ellina Units ..___ _

T::~:f~

Trsns it
Corridor**

Neucut Road
Neighborhood**

Ridge Road
Transition ties**

Brink Road
Transition Area**

Cabin Branch
Neighborhood

Ten X#~g Creek
Area

550

980

1,060

900

860

960

3,600

8,910

4,000

3,800

4,620

320

1,840

2,600

340

17,520

3,000

3,100

4,000

320

1,840

2,250

340

14,850

*
Densities include Moderately-Priced Welling Units (~DU’s).

● ☛
~anges reflect Planning Board direction at previous
worksessions.

● ☛☛
An alternative land-use pattern for this area is included in the
packet. This pattern wotid increase the n-r of dwelling
units by approxtitely 1,000.

.,

Source: Comunity Plming Staff, Sept~er 1992



A~A~ 3

S~Y OF RECONNENDED PXING BO~ AND STAFF CNANGES ~
PRE=N~Y DRAFT RECO~ED HOUSING ~X GUIDEH~S

Preliminan waft Plan

Multi-Fmily Attached Detached

Town center 30 - 50% 35 - 55% 5 - 15%

Transit corridor 30 - 50% 25 - 35% 10 - 20%

Newmt Road NeigtiorhoOd 5 - 15% 55 - 65% 25 - 35%

Cabin Branoh Neigmorho@” - - “’”-“5--’”15% - 55 - 65% 25 - 3%%

staff Suaaested Chanaes

Multi-Family Attached -tached

Town Center*

Transit Corridor:*
TransitWay
m 355

Newmt Road Neigtiorhood*

Cabin Bran- Neighborhood

25 - 45% 30 - 50% 10 - 20%

30 - 50% 40 - 60% 5 - 10%
5 - IQ% SQ ~ :~$ 5G - 6G%

10 - 20% 35 - 45% 45 - 55%

10 - 20% 35 - 34% 45 - 55%

●
In accord with Plming Board direction at previous wor-essions.

Source: Comunity Planning Staff, Sept*er 1992.

. ..../
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= WST OF 1-270
O~W~ OF U USE O~IONS AND STAFF RECO~ATION

The neltiinq Draft Master Plan includee two land use plan
options; Transit Corridor and Suburban Pattern with Transit.
Each of these options presents a veq different vision for the
area west of 1-270. A great deal of -lie Hearing testtiony
focused on these two options. -y alternative ideas about how
the area should develop were presented at the Public Hearing as
well as after the Hearing.

To enzble the Board to consider the alternative approaches raised
at the Public Hearing, staff has prepared modified versions of
both the TransitCorridor - Suburban Pattern w
tions. The modified versions are shown on page

&“Wit “-

Staff is r~ -g that the ~ approve the -fied Transit
timider @tion, which -izez ~ end open apace lend uses
W+ Of 1-270. ~cern about the -b~~ ~ctz of deve2-
op-t oz T- We ~ is the basis for ~s re~tion.
AZ discussed later in this report, the Modified Suburban Pattern
with Transit does achieve public policy objectives concerning
housing and the creation of additional ~ receiving areas.
However, staff has concluded that the desirability of protecttig
Ten Mile tieek, a relatively fragile strem, fm additional
develo~ent iqacts shotid be the nest @ortant public policy
governing land use.

DIS~SSION OF ND USE PM OPTIONS

The Tranai @rridor Option in the Prel~na~ tiaft ~ster Plan
(see page & ) ltiits develo~ent west of 1-270 to the Cabin
Branch Neighborhood.

The Wfied Transit mrridor Option (see page @ ) continues
this concept but reduces densities ti the Cabin Branch
Neighborhood. The most significant reason densities are being
reduced relates to housing fix. Staff is recommding that the
proposed housing mix guidelines of Cabin Branch Neighborhood be
modified to include 45-55% detached units rather than the 25-35%
recommended in the Preliminary Draft. Plan:

Cabin Branch Neighborhood Recommended Housing fix

Multi F=ilv Attached mtached

Preltiinary Draft 5 - 15% 55 - 65% 25 - 35%

Staff Recommended ~anges 10 - 20% 35 - 45% 45 - 55%
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Transit Corridor

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study fiea g ~;:~::yw..

~PRO*D AND ADOPTED JUNE 1994 Co,!>llss,os
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Moaifiea – Transit cOrYiaOy

q ~;:p~::;.c.l,. Clarbburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
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, __Suburban Pattern with Transit / /

. ... . . .

.—

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area g ~;p~::2a&m.

APPROVEDAND AOOPED JUNE 1994 C0,,,,,S510X
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Moaifiea - Suburban Pattern with Transit

Q M*Ytix&NAT1O.*CMITL
P*K & PM.S,XG ClarksburgMasterPlanand HyattstownSpecialStudyArea
Co>!.ulss,os

APPROVEDAYD ADOPTED JUNE 1994



~is men-ant responde to the desire expressed by the Clarksburg
Advisory C=ittee and many citizens at the ~lic Hearing to
increase the percentage guidelines relating to detached units.

The proposed Ax of housing types ie consistent with the nix
approved by the Planning Board for the Newcut Road Neighborhood
at an earlier worksession.

&em~~~witi ~it@tion (see Pa9e@)assho~
in the Preltiinary ~aft Wster Plan envisions the entire wsst
side being developed, prbarily as single ftily detached resi-
dences. Properties adjoining 1-270 are proposed as mplopant.

me -fied ~ oPs~with~it -ion (see page 5 )
mends this vision for the west side as follows: .-

0

0

0

A t~tisr

Staff has

—. —

tieprope;ies west of Tan tile ~esk are designated
rural to provide a transition to the Agricultural
Reseme area west of Slidell Road.
Approxtitely 550 acres between Ten Mile Creak
and ~ 121 are designated for residential development
at a density of 2 dwelling units per acre.
~plopent uses are lbited to properties south of
Site 30.

cmparieon of all the options is shown in Table 1.

concentrated our analyeis on the two ‘mti~fie~n e=-
tions. Both options recmend we area west of Ten tile -eek
continue in rural and agricultural land uses. Thie basic
strategy west of tbe creek was endorsed by the Planning Board at
the first worksession on Plan policies.

Since the Public Hearing, a consortia of land owners west of Ten
Mile Creek have prepared a land use concept which involves clus-
tering of residential units on a porti

Q

of the land and retain-
ing 600 acres in open space (see page/4 ). This proposal is not
part of the Public Hearing record and s s-itted to staff on
Sept~r 10, too late to be included in the packet. Staff will
smarize the concept for the Board at the worksession; if the
Board wishes to discuss the proposal in nore detail, we will
reschedule it for a later worksession.

ST= AN&YSIS

Relation to Plan Policies

The Preltiinary ~aft Plan includes a series of Plan Policies
(see pages 25-43 of Plan) which fom the basis for all the land
use plan recommendations. The relationship of the Modified
Suburban Pattern with Transit @tion to these policies is shown
in Table 2. (Staff will be prepared to discuss these in more
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—— .—

–2.–“-Prese~ation
Environment

of tie Natural

3. Greenway Network

4. Transit Syst-

5. Hierarchy of Roads

6. Town Center

STAFF ANUYSIS:

The addition of 1000 units.
woula not co~romxse tne
town concept envisioned for
Clarbbwg . — .-

—

This area is characterized by
my sensitive environmental
features including:

- Etiensive forest cover
- ~w base in Ten Mile Cre+
- Relatively high diversity

ind- for plants and ankls

Protecttig the environment
frm develo~ent-related
tipacts: suti as mLn-=ff s-s
erosion, will rewire heavy
reliance on titivation
measures.

No hplication for the
greenway concept. ,

~ 121 does have good
potential in t~ of transit
service because it will
connect to a future
transit stop east of 1-270
end to the =isting UC
station in Boyds.

This proposal will not rewire
changes to the -star Plan
designation of ~ 121 as a
2-lane road within an 801
right-of-way.

No ~lication for Town
Center poliq.
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7. Transit and Pedestrian- The illustrative plan concept
Oriented Neighborhoods uressnted at the Public

8. ~ploymsnt =ong
1-270 Corridor

bearing basically achieves
this Plan policy .

the me proposal for employment
west of 1-270 does not
address any short-term or

9. Fatisnd Presemation

long-term County need. The
issue of noise is not justifi-
cation for employment uses.

=ssttig TDR receiving areas
is an essential component of
County-wide f~snd preser-
vation strategy. If the west
side develops with TDR8S, a
major contribution to the
creation of receiving areas
will be made.
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detail at the worksession. )

The major concern regarding this option relates to the Plan
Policy suppo*in9 preservation of the natural =virom-t. ml
of the enviromantal studies done as part of this Master Plan
process have identified Ten tile Creak as a fragile strem due to
its low base flow and highly erodible strem banks. In this
respect, Ten Mile Creek differs from other strem in the study
ties and merits special consideration.

The headwaiters of Ten tile Creek are located east of 1-270 in the

Q
Town Center District (see page 11 ). The -ster Plan objective
to create a Town Center near historic district and along the
proposed transit-way has restited in devalo~ant bein9 ProPose~.._.
-near the headwaiters< -~us, -a-potiion of-the”Ten Mile Creek will
be affected by develo~ent east of 1-270.

West of 1-270, the County owns a large parcel, now planned for
a detention center. This use will also drain to Ten Mile Creek.

The ~ative effect of these two future development areas on
Ten Mile Creek, coupled with an additional 1,000 units as pro-
posed in this modified option west of ~ 121, is of serious
concern. flthough the developers have prepared an illustrative
subdivision plan which preserves substantial open space, proposes
sewer lines outside strem, md includes a sto~ter magaant
concept, the successfti protection of the strea~ will =s=2i=e z
level of magaent and monitoring which, to date, has not been
standati public policy. The stomater mag-ant ponds, for
-mple, which are so critical to protecting the strem water
Wality are presently expected to be -aged by the homeowners
association. This is a eerious drawback. Public mintsnance
would be preferable but the County has a very ltiited history of
-intaining sto=water ponds. The proposed stomater ~agaent
t= has yet to be acted upon.

The Modified Suburban Pattern with Transit Option wotidbe very
supportive of the Plan policy relating tc fatiand preservation
if development occurred in accord with the TDR progra. ws~ing
a TDR density of 2 to 3 units per acre, a mrket for an addition-
al 300 tc 500 development rights would be created. Testimony by
botb the County Executive and the Fatiand Advisory cmittee
stressed the tiportance of identifying nore TDR receiving areas
in Clarksburg; the Modified sti~b= pattern wi~ Tr=sit @tion
would help address this issue.

Relationship to Countv-Wide Xousina Needs

The Modified Suburban Pattern with Transit will add an additional
1,000 units to the Clarksburg Plan. This increase in residential
units will not substantively affect Clarksbugcs projected share
of the ccunty~s long-tern residential growth.
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Ten Mile Creek Drainage Area

~ ;:;:p~::;.c.,l,. Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
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The most si~if icant housing impact relates to the type of unite. ‘
The density proposed in the Modified SubWba Patte~ Option (2-3
units per acre) is intended to encouage s~ngle-f-+y.detached
units. According to data compiled by the Research Dlv~sxon,
there is relatively little land left in the County planned for
densities of 2-3 units per acre (the R-200 Zone). The potential
yield of this remaining land is approxtitely 8,000 units. The
Modified Stiurban Pattern ~tion wotid increase this number to
roughly 9,200 units - a 15% increase. When coupled with the
number of detached units proposed east of 1-270 in Clarkaburg,
the increase becomes even more signifi-t.

According to the General Plan Refk~-t, betwe= lg70 -d lggo,
single-family detached houses declined from a 68 percent share of
the Montgomery County housing stock to a 52 percent share. This
trend %s-e~ecte~-to continue asland scarcity leads to higher ““ -
land prices and pressure for higher densities in the urban ring
and nest of the 1-270 corridor. Meanwhile the General Plan
guiding principle of variety and choice in housing will become
increasingly diffi-t to achieve in the case of single-family
detached housing.

Single-family detached housing is the housing type strongly
preferred by an overwhelming majority of home-buyers. The west
side of 1-270 in Clar=q represents one of the very few re-
maining opportunities in the County to add to the County{s
planned capacity for such housing in a manner consistent with the
concept of ‘wedges and corridors.

Relationship to Countv-wide tiDlo- ent Needs

The Modified S*urban Pattern @tion includes a substantial
amount of employment uses - from 3.0 to 3.2 million sware feet.

This amount of employment is not needed to meet near-term or
long-term employment demand. As stated in the General Plan
Refinement Fact Sheet on Economic Activity:

If growth were to continue at the average annual rate
of the years between 1970 and 1990, Montgomery County
would have enough zoned capacity for jobs well beyond
2,040, based on the low estimate of capacity.

The Clarkeburg Planning Area already” has a largely vac~t office

park (Gateway 270) which is approved for 1,000,000 sguare feet of
floor area. The mostly vacant Comeat site also has capacity for
significant new development - which could reach a theoretical
high of 3 to 5 million sqare feet. Seth these parcels are locat-
ed near tbe proposed transitway and should be the focus of all
future economic development in Clarkabq.
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Both the Modified Transit Corridor and the,Modified Suburban
Pattern with Transit ~tions achieve certa~n Public policy objec-
tives: one emphasizes environmental preservation policies, the
other helps to implement housing and f-and preservation poli-
cies.

=er csrefily weix these ~ public policy is~es,
staff is re~ ~. g the H&fied Transit ~rridor *tion be-
camitbest~ Tam tie ~.

The Ten Mile Creek is already umder strain. =ery additional
acre of impmiouzness will affect the Creak@s assimilative
capacity. Without better monitoring data and modeling, it is
difficult to predict at what point physical, chemical ~d biolog-
ical thresholds for Ten Mile meek wotid be reached. Eowever, it
is Staff8s conclusion that the Hodified Suburban Pattern ~tion
would certainly degrade aisting vater ~lity and may tipact
State standards for Class ~ streams.

Protecting the Tam Ue ~ mtershed froa the megstive effects
of 1,000 umits my be techmologi~ly feasible but, without a
strong public commitment to ~ge smd ~fitor these titigstion
solutioms, the risk of demegimg the ~ is Swly too high.
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SWMRY OF MAJOR ISSWS RAISED Al IHE PUBLIC HEARING ON THE

PRELIMINARY OSAF1 CLARKSBMO MASTER PLAN AND NYATISIWN SPECIAL SlmV AREA

MARCN2S, 1992 ANO APRIL 2, 1992

TCPIC: TEN MILE CREEK AREA

HME AND OROAalUTIW SWRV OF STATEMENT STAFF CWUENIS

Ewlromtel Iosuts

Jeam mufrv, Clnrkahro tilsorv Cm fttee Note that the Plan Ie’mt cmeletent ulth The ffaetor Plm m~nalzea protectlm of -Iron.
protectlm of emlrmmtallv smsltlve mtal faaturm, ffrat W preservatlm ad M-
areas ka”se It rtimti dewlo~t dloturbme, than bprnltfgatlon masureo. The
In the vary hehatoro of the lm Hlle Cr-k. lramft COrrl*r Pattern *tlm attqto to

prl.rltlze Clarktio$s mlrmmtal resourc-,

ad locate Int-e *el~nt In Iwlcal

lmeti~ ae far ●wv frmomsltlve areas as

mnlble. oklwalv, themnt mvlr-ntallv

smsftlve •~roa~ wldbt topr~!blt

tiel~t altomther, bt this lsneltherp8nl -

blemrha!r~la mwlallv ~motherpblic

Pllcim, swh w hwlw, mat baddrmsd. Not

ewv +ra fmt of mt Id, mr wev trm, con

& savd In aw lad we ocwrlo cmaldtrd.

The Plm cluotare dtwl~t Into certnln prte

of the Plamlw Area, In psrt for cad

●wlr-tal remms. Those reas- Incl*

k-plm &velqmt ~eosure off of large trMt8

of for-t,he-ter strem,d etems.l~;
ewn n!th MI t Igat Im and etrem tif fera, theee

r~mrces do wt d~ed Am *VOI ~nt Inva&

their Merles. owel~ntaa effects atso

l-t r=ourcen Idlrectlv bf rtdlrect IW and

chow lm the mnt of uoter avaf [able tO tr~$

eti et rem bnsef I w. Nowver, sm uatershd

hove lm8 of three smsltlve areas thm others,

ed are pr~lcttd w wr Mater r-wrcen 8t* to

b Ale to recwrate frm the eff=ts of

devel~t ktter.

!



SWNARY OF MAJOR ISSUES RAISEO Al THE PUBLIC HEARINO ON THE

PRELIMINARY ORAFT CLARKSBURG N,ISTER PLAN ANO NYA?lSTWN SPECIAL ST~V AREA

MARCH 23, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1992

T@lC: TEN HILE CREEK AREA

NANE ANo ORGANISATION SWRV Of SIATENENI STAFf C~MENTS

Jeam tifry, Clarknbro Advisory C-lttee

(Cmt ‘ d)

Other reeaom hove to & with c--e-e

n~+bachse to wlwmtal Potectlm, SM as

rtilw elr d water pollutlm by tilldlm fewr

mllm of rmd curf=e for ●uto trnwl, or by

provldlm Inrwr areas for co-ctsd formt cover

rather thm ~ tlw @ta* of trmo, so nlldllfe

cmrnlsrate ●im ● corr!~r. The ctaff”a

,ti~d ld.~e OptlM plm woe dts!9@ tO

Oprt Oth@r OMIO aB well, a-h ao mrlcultura(
preservatlm, moo tramlt owrtmlt!m ad

pmvldlwa focal point for therm Cmterof

Clarkshro -- these pools hwc- cmnibrsd In

the context of mvlrmmtal pmtectlm dm8tly

have’ b~co~tlble with Ewlrmmtal Plmlm

Olvltiimgonls.lhemln exceptim to thlo cm.

Wtlbillty 18 the Imntlmof ’the Iom Cmter md

Slte30 In the

v

St ressh~ of Tm MI(O Creek

(8m’mtftm Pme II ).

The Iocetlonof the Ton Cmter dSlte30 (the

Cuty Oetentlm Cmter) 10 drlvm % Imdwe

reaoons that, tekm as a mole, wtwelgh the

ptmtlel emlro-tal dmnwcnwtdby(matlm

thene In haa~nter areas. The Oetmtlm Cmter

umn slttd,here ti to cm8trnlnts wtsl~ the

cmtrol of the Plnmlng O~rtmnt. Slme they

are plti to Meflt the general Ptillc Eod,

Emlro-tal P1-lno Olvlslon8toff has occdtd

to the placetit of these featurm In theheti-

uoterp of Ten Nile Creek, provldd that they will

fncorprate awroprlata-t mne~t prmtlcw

for a$ormnter, atiwtlati ati tree preeervatlm



SWWRV OF HAJOR ISSUES RAISED Al THE PUSLIC HEARINGOM THE

PRELIUIMARY DRAFT CLARKSSUSG MASTER PLAU ANO NYATTsTwn SPEC14L STWY AREA

MARCH 23, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1992

TCPIC: TEN MILE CREEK AREA

N~E AW mGhNIEATIDN SWWRY OF SIAIEMENT STAFF C~NENTS

~lr- tal 108UH

Jean Omfry, Clerksbrg Advisory Cmlttm no uh as ~ealble. It should k mt~ that em

(Cent *d) &sftyullt h loot from thelom Center proJm -

tl- btcnuse areas Mlt( h m&vel+le b to

stream ~ffers md w fecllltles.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... ........

Sdra Frarler Selleve &velwmt In Clarksbre wt olva S* co-to tie.

Potmac Uatershed Cltlxms Cwllt Im first prlorlty to the preaervntlm of the exist.

IW blolwlcal Intwrlty of the strem ati for.

eut. Homing, WIwnt, mb psrke md

r=reatlmal mea cm & mt by rsdewlo~t

ol~ ex{stlw corrlbrs awh aa 1.270 md Metro

rail.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . -

Hat z ad Slutirs, CIarka~rg Venture L Iml td Swwot that WLP d Lavlm prwrtlm can S- comtn tie.

Partnerohl p Prqert les ~loy ‘;extra. ordlmry WPi e“ to protmt the

wlrmt, just Ilke the Detmtlm Center md

the school bua psrklos lot/mlntmame yard.



SW~RY OF MAJOR ISSWS RAISEO Al IKE PUBLIC HEARING ON THE

PRELIMINARY OMf T cLARKsnmo MASTER PLAN AtiD HYATTSTM SPECIAL slm~AREA

MARCH Z, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1W2

rwfc: TEN MILE ~EEK ASEA

NME Am ~GAN12AT10H SWRV OF STATENENI I STAFF C~MENTS

E~w

Neal Fltxwtrlck, Atih Notural16t Society Note that ~P$@ at- will mt bde~nte to

protect the exlatlw hlti~lltyunterah~ of

C&In ur~h d Little S-a, propn~ for

extmofve develo~t. #w_o Inconjwtlm

ulth BWIS, XIzlna the ~Wsed*velwnt.

Note nclae dart of wetland mltlontlon la

Imture and shmtd not bs amJor coml~ratlon

In the ackmwlddobjmtlveof protetlm the

valw d fumtlon of ~tlatio in Clarkaburg.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Norm Lint, et. al., Sll&ll/Shlloh Chur& Note that mly TmMlle Crd Isprqmd for S- comts *e.

Pr*rtlm agricultural pesenatlm, *he. ell trlbterlee

(fmrfile Cr@, C~lnBrti Crmk, tillttle !

S-O Crmk) floM Into Little S-co Lake.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Rnry Oeth Bock, Indlvldwl Urge the Cmnty to take no rlskt thnt might Sm comts tie.

Jqrdize tholenftll.e Cr4 mterahd.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Jmlfer Jodm, ldlvl&al R=~ that In Ilsflt of the vlalonsof the Smcomtl ave.

IIYear 2020 Paml of EJlprt@,l, the drln to mke

Clarka&rs Into a mrrltir Tom of the ncnie

pr~nd 8hmldbe rovlslted. @stions *ether

the Plm ~eree to tt,e vlclma a8 foil W8:

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

0 Are emsltlve areaa. ~otutti?

tit[adearepr~md tohbllt vm.

Lltt Ie Semca Creek, Wlb flwm Into the

mrgmcyweter 8Wplf rmervolr, Is

eacrlflcd.
1



SW~RY OF HAJOS lSSWS RAISED AT THE PmLIC HEARING ON THE

PRELIHINARV DWFT CLARKSBWOHASTER PLAN AND HTATTSTM SPECIAL STWY AREA

MAACHU, 1992 AND APAIL 2, 1W2

T091C: TEN MILE CREEK AREA

NNE ANOORGANISAIION SWRV OF STATNENT SIAFF ~NENIS

Wirom tat Isnua

A.M. Natel(f, Klno/8mWtt/Shfloh PrWertloa

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

J*n Oal-y, Sll&l I/Shlloh C$urch Promrtfeo

Not- that careful lyplti nti~velopdclun.

tertd ~vel~t can have the follwlm ~ltlve

e~lr-tal Ofi-to:

0 En8t of Im Hlle CrMk Imltim the TM

Cmter nti site 30. Olventhetntmslve
~vel~t hlch la pr~ed for thene

arans, It nom Irmlc that IOBB smsltlve

ad loge foreatsd lad umIdbe &slgmtad

Rural Clmter.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Note that the Plm r~m~ Intmoe sm co-to be.

tivel~t Inthah-watero of Little

s-a Crmk ti Tm Sflle Cr~k, tiplto
the fact thtt Lltt te Sm=a Cr-k apt 1-

Into Little sea Lake ad fdmtlfld bf

Emlr-tal Plmfng etaff as exhlbltl~
,,@ ~tream WI ft y and relat lveLy @table

atresm chanmls ati Maru wtlati

areaa$l.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... ......... ---

Lmry Miller, SWarLmf Cltl zem Aea=latlm There nhmld h m hel~t In the Tm Ml lo S* Comtn *O.

Creek uatershd ad Its he-aters.



sWMRV OF MAJOR ISSWS RAISED kl THE PUBLIC HEARIMO ON TNE

PRELI HINARV DMF1 CLARKSE~O HIISIER PLAN ANo HVAITSIWN SPECIAL SIWV AREA

MARCH 23, V992 AND APRIL 2, 1992 \

Twlc: TEN MILE CREEK AREA

NWE Am DROANIUTIW SMRY OF STATEMENT 1 sTAFF CCttHEHTS

Wfr-t I ia ts~ I

J&n Oelmy, Slltill/Shlloh Church PropArtle6 Sel Ieve that ~st (bvel~mt of the sm Comts abe.

Sl1611/Shllti Churctl PrWrtl= -Id

nlgnl flcmtly retie the l~wts In the Little

s-a Creek kfstershcd mardl~ I odln~ rates
\

for ~m@orw, organic nlt ro~n, d other

ti.point aarce pol Iutmts.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... ......

Shal Iy Cmol Iy, Clarkahr@ UC mtir ~eo reai~tlsl uses dl=mt to 1-270* to Ulth ,awrqrlate eet~cko, r-l~ntlal areaa can

M180, wassltatfw barrlerc *lch are WIY arsd b crnstrwtd nlth@ mlse tirrlaro - the hwaes

character atlcs of urban mlrmmtn. ad kck yarda ju8t han to b lmotad far e-h

away!frm the hlahuay or b orlmttd to mlnlmlze

Wlsq I@eta. HOlee tolermt mea smh as r~re.

otlrncan 0100 b pl=d btwm hm8-

rnti the hl@uay. S- krrlerc my be mdd In

plncen Mere ml 1 prcelo have m mnwerlw

rm ,to clmter hom~ ousy frm the rod. It !s

l~rtmt to rmtir that havlm hafng clme to

the hl @May helm to mlnlrnlza travel dlstamm d

trsfflc Woblm, d r~es the rd mtmrk

-d. lhla helps *CU ●lr pllutlm ed rwd

water, r~ff pllutlm.

lhe mine eontwr8 ohmn In the meter PI an are

proJectlw a Wrst-case ncmnrlo. At the

stilvlnlon 6toge. tien alto t~rtiy for each

pr~rty la available, &t-l Id mine enslwes CO”

M tine to take Into accamt the blmkfm effects

of rolllm hllla, *lch will, In all Ilkellhd,

rsdue the erea of nol se l~cta. Therefore, the

mlae ;bffers ahom OIOW mJor roah I Ike 1.270,

Rt.27, ti N.83 are e~ctd to narrw In mmt

place; den mre detalld In famtlm Is &velo@

In the raul ntory prmeea.



SWRV Of ❑AJOA lS~S RAISED AT THE PmLIC HEARING ON THE

PRELIMINARY OAAfl CLA9USBm0 MASIER PLAN Am HIA1lSTM SPECIAL SIWV AREA

MMCW 2S, 1VP2 ~ APSIL 2, 1W2

Twlc: TEN MILE CREEK AREA

Swrtn the Plmls reemnht Ion to commt rate

Ollvler & Meesler=, B- reeldtnt &vel -t coat of 1.2~ ati ~otect the water staff c-urn.

rmarces w-t of 1-270 bwse:

1. Protect ! m of the uat er renmrcee (Tm

Mfle Cre&, c~in Brmh d Little S-a

2. Protectlm of the ● lr reawrcm (tr*) of

the raslm.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Nomn Heane, PrO*rty -r R@~ that tho Plan b corr~td to ctate staff ctiure. Plm text uIII b corr= ted.

thnt Tm Hlla Crmk II tit the Iarwat of the

$@-watereh* f dins Lltt la %aa Lake, bt

that Little 8HS Creek ti-~aln la.



SWNARY OF MAJOR 1SSWS RAISED Al IHE PWL IC HEARING OM THE

PRELI MINARV OAAFr CLARKSSWO WSTER PLAN Am HYAITslwN sPECt AL STmY AREA

MARCH u, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1W2 1

10IC: lENHILE CREEK AREA

NME A~OAGANISATIOA S~RV OF STATEMENT STAFF CWHENIS

Fnvlr-tnl I sws

Nick Smell 10, Clarkeburs Inltlat lve Asnmlatlm s~rt the lm MI lo Creek Cmnervatlm Staff C-urn.

Cml ttee. s~rto POIICY #Z of the Plan In

proteetlm the araa$u naturel raaourc= d In

hlsnatlng lm Hlle Cr-k ae m wlrmental

rmwrce area. I

I

-O a-rim lm Mile Crmk. The stw.
@

s- staff co-to m ps .

ws of the SIWO MIII pmte the slltatlm

of Sm@a lake. Increamsd ~off could haw ●

&leterlma effect m the ~lity of drinklm

neter frm the lake.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ......... ........

Nelson Clark, ldlvl&al ,

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Carol Jordan, Itilvl&a(

note that mcordlm to flarslati mlmlcat Staff C*urs.

Surrey, there are m I!mm at Ive molmf cal

fmltn In the Clarkcks\ro Stdy Area *I* -Id

of f-t ptent 101 tiel~t.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . ..- --------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- ---

RK~ her IW ta al I of the PI anon emlron- Staff c-urn.

mtal rmo~atlms llot~ m pam .



SWMRY OF MAJOR lSSUES SAISED AT THE PWIIC HEARING ON TNE

PRELIMINARY OAAF1 CLARKSSURQ V4S1ER PLAM An HYAIIST~ SPECIAL STWY AREA

MARCH ~, 1992 ANO APRIL 2, 1W2

TmIc: lEN HILE CREEK AREA

NME ANO mOANIUliOS SMRY OF 91ATEMEHT STAFF ~MENIS

Emlr-tal Iaeum

Jmlfer Jodm, Itilvl&al ad Pr~sM lncltiiw rm”fmat atomuater Masc. Staff C-ura.

Richard Strtitm ad Je- -fry, mt pti rather thm omll 8tomnter mamge&t

Clnrkstirg Cltlzms Advinory ~, tO re~O thodmser tochlldrm and
anlmlo resultlng frm Wol!feratlm. R~lmal

~ Imrease the Iikellhmd thot otom water

~mwt W~S Ml!! be +uately mlntnlmd.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ......... ..

Cathy Jewll, Propsrty Wmr swrt teatlmnv of Clarkaburo lnltlatlve No rea~e 10 MM.

od Jeml far Jodan, lndlvldwl As8wlatlon ati the Tm Mile Cr& Cwervntlon

Cml ttm.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... .....

A. N. Natell 1, Klno/Emmtt/Shf Ioh Prqertles Note thet careful Iy ptati ad ~vel~d elm- If wrk In m- In a uaternhed Were m

tertd dtvel~nt can have the foitmlm ~ltlw tiel~t IB takfw place, thle work can &

Wfr-tal effet: ftid or ~ovldtd throqh Wprw late prwrem

(* ualwr fm8/mrk, of f-B Ite reform tat f on,

Affore8tat Im of the trftiarla of Tm MI lo etc. ) vla Pol=ts In other prtn of Clarkshrs.

Cre& WI I I atiame water wa( I w of the Aloo, mtural procwses, awh as reforestation,

natorshd. There -Id bs m fmreaae In my corret exist IW prtilma Ml thmt Intervem

aggregnte tree. cmer on the pr~rty. tlm.

Frm an WI rmntm( etemolnt the w8t Frm an mvl r-ntal a ta~olnt, the went side

aide of 1.270 la m dlffermt thm the east has mre omnltlve fenturm, 1.e. otetp 81w,

el&. Cmvsroely, tha II&al ~ble pr - he~ater strem areas, foreet cover, etc.

tlomli m both sld- shodl bs dSVOt#

Mlsely.



S~Rl OF RAJ~ ISSWS RAISEO AT THE MIIC HEARINO ON IME

P#ELl MlNAR7 DUfl CLARU80m0 mYIE@ P14N Am HIAIISIM SPECIAL SIWV AREA

nAncn ~, 1992 ANO APAIL 2, 1W2

TWIC: TEN MILE CREEK AREA

I

Ewlrom t@l IsSum

Normn Heoso, Prowrty -r Balleve R.200 zml~ 16 rennontiie for the lm Mater reswrc~ exprte noree that m mmt of

Mile Cra& area, olven thnt otrem pollut Im rnltlgatlm or OWB cm rqlace a hea(thv natural

lmdl w from faml~ 10 glvalmt to &vel~mt naterahd Eptm of wevlas fOrmt ati/or modw.

at 6 &/~, swer la @cmmlcsllv feaslblo at 2 lhla~la the emlro-tal preservatlm atratnw

d=, ad the 060 Wfr-tat 8t@ COWtd* &l@ WW8d for Im Mile Crmk - retalnlm as

that there Is m fatal f 1- to develo~t . -h’ of the strem val Lev, et 10 paalble, In

(to riatural ctatua . cast of 1. 2M,mherodevelop
~t ‘ISWWOSd towhlew other plan wale ad

*j*tIv@, mlttaatlon masurea are r*-&.



SWWRY OF MAJoR ISSUES RAISED AT THE PUELIC HEARINO OH THE

PRELIMINARY OUFT CLARKSEURG UASIER PLAN AUO HYATISTWN SPECIAL STWY AREA

HARCH 23, 1992 AHD APRIL 2, 19PZ

TCPIC: lEN MILE CREEK AREA

NME Am ORCANIEAIION SMRV OF SIATEMEN1 STAFF CWMENIS

Om ffaxey, et. al., Ieml 10 Crmk Connervatlm note that the olr qwllty M!ll h affmttd by Tree preservat Ion Ml ( I b cmat&rti a~ pnrt of

Cml ttee atrlpplm trem. all plm revlttts dw to the w cmty trm bill.

wore trmo mt be rmvd, e~tme f ve reform to.

t Iotiafforeatat !m shot ( b r~l rd el ther on.

81te or of f-efte. Pawnt to the cwnty, o trtt

fti MI I I b a (eat re80rt for dwelo~ro.

Iheref ore, ClarkoWrg 8hwld cmt IM to feature

extmslve trw c0v4rwe.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... ......

LWW Ml IIer, SLCA Rtc~ that a cmrtftmtlve reformtntfon S= comta tie.

prwrmtiaotabllah- to Imrease wter ~llty

ad fora8t comraue In the Little *w* ad lm
MIIOCrd naterohtds.

Rm~ that other strateef - be eotebllshd Mmltorfw ~Wrm mduaterahtd MIA SW plan.

to Imreaae water Wality ad forest cowrwe nlnu ore hfw lnv~tlgetd by hth ff.NCPPC d

In the Little Smca sti Tm Hi la Creti MrnEP. A8 mu ftio btcom avaI (able, these

natershd. atratwlm ufll be cmsl&red a8 hl~ prlorlty at

both a~lm, ad ~lce from wtol~ Or- NIII

b nwtit as 8Weotd. It 10 l~rtmt to real-

ize, hmver, that mltorlna fa mt r~lrd for

*oI -t W, ad ahmld not b l~8ed h~az.

odly, olme &to mly OIWB a am~hot of cdl -

tlw at the tlm of e~llm. Lw-tem mmltor.

Im costs Iota of m-y, d MI II med a 8te~

swrce of futilw, Alch 18 not nvef I tile frm

ptRC@mE1 dweto~t .



SWMRY OF MAJOR ISSWS RAISEO Al IHE PUBLIC HEARING ON THE

PRELIMINARY DMF 1 CLARKSBURO MSTER PLAN AND NVAIISIM SPECIAL 51mY AREA

HARCN =, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1992

Tm[c: TEN H ILE CREEK AREA

1
NWE Am ~GANIMT IW Swnv OF51ATEMENr STAFF cMMEN15

1

Dm HaXOV,et. o(., ICC Note that me ~t cmieti ulth faults If Staff C-urn. Englmerlw oolutlm to cm.

t~lng to pt ser Ilma In my of the atr+tim In frscturd r-k mav md t h ap

fracturd ad fwltd rmky soil olm Ten plly. sm att=hd letter m Me

Mile Cr* or Little Bmmt Crek. @
I

1

Note oevere pr~l m of -r lvlm rwk Staff wrmn that c-tmtlrn in the Im Hlte

ad { Ittle uater pwtretlm al- Tm Ml 10 Cr* holn MI(I cwne envlr

6

tat &or*tlm.

Cr4. Everv prk Im lot ad every hwee s- ~ttn&ed letter m paw

willcwse ● r~lm, dlstwblw md CW81M

an almmt lm~trble brfel for the water.

I



TO:

VIA .:

PROM :

S~JE~ :

WISED: June 23, 1992
Hay 20, 1992

Lyn Coleman, Coordinator, Comunity Planning Division

Nazir Baig, coordinator,
Environmental Planning Division

Laura Bachle, ~vironmental Planning Division

Don Haxey’s Public Hearing Testimony on Clarksburg

We appreciate the opportunity to examine m. MaxeY1s PUbliC
hearing testimony on the Clarksbug Master Plan. W. “Maxey’s
personal experience with Parr’s Ridge and with the Clarksburg -
environment in general is invaluable. We are gratified to note
that his experience of the environmental constraints to
development in the area affirms our own conclusions. We have
long been aware of n. Haxey’s expertise in this area. He is a
notable contributant to our ‘in-house” resource list on the
Clarksburg environment that we will continue to utilize.

In regard to sewer issues in the Ten Mile aesk area, we
have no reason to doubt the obseNations ~. Maxey has made
regarding the difficulty of constructing in this basin. As with
all matters of engineering, a distinction must be made between
the “feasibility” of construction and the ‘desirabilityoe of
construction. It is our conclusion that it is engineeringly
feasible to construct a sewer in Ten Mile Creek, however, it is
not environmentally desirable.

We also shared n. Maxey’s testimony with WSSC. They also
could find no fault with W. Maxey’s conclusions about the
environmental constraints in the area. However, there is no
reason for them to conclude that sewer construction would be
engineeringly unfeasible. In order to fully assess the
difficulty of sewering this area, a detailed geotechnical and
engineering study would have to be performed. such studies are
regularly executed during the design phase for every pipeline
WSSC builds. Without such a detaiLed study, no Stron9
conclusions as to the feasibility of sewering the basin could be
made. No study could be done prior to such detailed engineering
to add anymore information than we know now.

WSSC also does not deny that there are engineering problems
that rewire resolution when building within environmentally
constrained areas. Factors such as high water tables, shallow
depth to bedrock, steep slopes, etc., are all constraints that
rewire an engineered solution to overcome. These factors are
taken into accomt during the design phase. Construction is
modified accordingly. Such detailed engineering studies is part



110

of the reason.whY Wssc enjoYs SUCh a high level of success in
operating their syst-s.

knd use reco=endations we have made as staff are based on
the info-ation at hand. ~. Maxey’s testimony supports our
conclusions about the environmental sensitivity of this area. we
cannot forsee any additional studies that could reverse our land
use reco-endations. Therefore, we reaffim the land use
recommendations made in the preltiinary draft. Should the
Planning Board andlor Council choose an alternative land use that
would reguire co-unity sewer service, then we will work closely
with WSSC to provide the most economical and environmentally
sensitive aliment we can get.

Please let me know if you need further clarification
regarding..this matter. mam Y.ow

m:lb

cc: Perry Beman, Chief, Comunity Planning Division
Jorge Valladares, Chief, ~viromental Planning Division
Elizabeth Forbes, Water Resources Division, WSSC



SWWRY OF MAJoR ISSUES RASIED AT THE PU8LIC HEARING ON THE

PRELIMINARY DRAFT cLARKSBURG MASTER PLAN AND HVATTSTWN SPECIAL STWY AREA

MARcH 2S, 1992 AND APRIL 2, IW2

TCPIC: TEN NILE CREEK AREA

NWE AND DRGANIEAIION S~AARV OF STATEMENT STAFF CmMENIS

Neal FltzWtrlck, Adb Natural Ist Society Agr- ulth OWIOI protmtlon for the Tm

Csrol Jordon, sev Ihm, Jan Col I I er, MI (e Creek uatarohd and Its deslgnotlm

Bmle Colt Ier lndlvldualm ad an rural *n 8Pc0 d aorlculture.

J&n KIw, Pr~rty mer
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Omlol Lltteral (FFLP) Dlsmrm that lm Mile Crek 18 a mtural

Herw Leet, et. al. tram I t Im area, olme bth eaut and mot

Sll&ll/Shl 1A Church Pr~rtlw areas drnln Into the creak.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Jul Iuo Cl~@,lndlvldmI SWrt the praaervat I m of I ad wet of

1.2F0, bt nod mra protmtl m for C*ln

Brnmh. Rw-d Wf ore frm ree ldsvv-

tlal US08 al- ~ 12V frm 1-270 to Went

old Enltlmre R-d.

Staff areea

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tm Mt lo Creek !8 an exqetlmt dlvlde
btwmlmd wee In thls ca8e. A@rl CUI.

turnl Raserw umt of the etrem ad mral

Id U80@ to the ea8t.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Agr- to the md for ~ffaro al- C~ln

Bramh.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........ ......... .....

Jeam ~fry, ClarkaWrg Cltlzm8 A&180rY ols~r~s Mlth mlnlml cml~ratlm for Staff lo mt ctil md that g! vm current

Cml ttee devel~t Ht of 1.2V0. Coml*r Iwel n of techmtw and give the *owe

ewlr-tally amltlw lad tiwl~nt of -t IC coml t tmt to mmge/qO rate

pract Ices thot could psslbl y b md to otomuater mmg~t f ml I I t Im that the

develW wst of 1.270 md rmoti that frasl (e charactr of lm Hlle Cre& cnn h

the Plm Cptlm Ue6t of I -270cmtlnw to *ately ~.tectsd.
& studldatireflnd.

.................................................................-----------..................................................................................

JUIIUS CIWU5 ad Bomle Coil Ier, we the Sti*an Pattern Optlm for It Staff wmea that prmervatlm of the Tm

[dlvlaals la a *vOlwer$o ploy for swer d a Nile Creek must h a mjor Plm Wlorlty.

dlr=t threat to the n~lfer od to agrl - Swer la not prcposd In the mlmtrem of

CUI turnl prmervat 100. It wuld b de- Tm Ml lo Creek.

strwtlve to the strain valley emlromnt

ad ecos~ta.



SWNARV OF MAJOR [ SSWS RhSIED Al THE PUBL [C HEARING OU l~E

PRELIMINARY OMfl CLARKSBmC MASTER PLAN AND NYAITST~ SPECIAL Sl~V AREA

MRCH 2S, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1992

TWIC: TEN fflLE CREEK AREA

S~RVOf STATEMENT STAfF CMMENTS

Ewlr_ talIssms (Cmtmd)

Richard Strtirm ad Je- tifry,

Clarkehrg Clvlc A&lsow

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

m use Is~s

Hal Baker

Upcmnty Cltlzmo tilaOry Bmti
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Marrltt E&fe, SO* Clvlc Ao8&latlmad

Clnrkehrkf Inltlatlve Aeswlatlon

R@~an fn-dqth st@of the lm

Mllecretk dralmoonrea to~tomlm If

ft fn feasible toa~r theoreaatiatlll

preserw mvlrmnmtOILy aOnsltlveslt-.

“Ihecomtructlmof the o~r Ilm Itself

Is m I*t . of e~ greater c-em 18

hwthe&wl~nt of 6, WOhwslngmltn

ad nestilatd lnfrnetrwture will affect

: uater wllty In Tm MI(O Creek

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ----------------- --- . -----...,

Not- that the UCfi Bmd !capllt rward- i No reBFe -d.

IW tivel~nt 1II the lm MI 10 Crmk

Aren.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

favors Staff r=ofitiatim for It 10

cmr~t ulth tho 04s ffaater Plan to

pre8erw wm spce aroti the r-amolr.

Natural (Ine of dslmrcettm fOr bvel~

~t I @ mt U-t Clld Salt Imre RA, tit

I.zm.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Staff Is r=mdlw dw-t west of

I -2rn In the cnbtn Bramh mlghtirhd ht

the Plm Iml- wlldelfme to clmtar

&vel~t twad 1.2M d *reane

&18ty at the ~e of the area clmest to

Bwdt .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------- ------- . . . . . . . -------- ------- ------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------- ------- ----

Jdn K Iw, Pr~rty -er Not- thnt ba8sd an elwrlwe Ml th the Staff tiressw eltematlw ~wl~t

current Interpfetc!t f on of the health c-epta for th18 area e18e*ere (n the

r~ul at Ims, fn real Ity, the area betwen ~ket (eoe Mdff Id Subrhn Pattern MI th

Tm nf te Creek dl m 121, Imltilw the Iramlt @tlm).

oren uhlch 10 djacmt to the hleh &n81-

ty ~vet~mt In the !rlrlawle’t, Mill mt

k the tramltlm area envlaoti In the

Plan but wI(I rmln 08 rUr*l fsmlati d

~n 8wc*.



SW~RY OF MAJOR ISSUES RASIED AT THE PUBL [C HEARING ON THE

PRELI MlNARY DWF T CLARKSBUAO MASTER PLAM Am HYA1lSTWN SPECIAL STWY AREA

MRcH ~, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1W2

TWIC: lEM MILE CREEK AREA

NWE AND ORGANI EAT ION SMRV OF SIAIEMEN1 STAFF ~tSENIS

Jeam Wutry, Clt!zem A&l SOrYComlttee

ad Clarkeburg Clvlc Rdvlsory

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nick Swal 110, CIA

LWW Ml IIer, SCLA ad

J-1 fer JOdm, Idlvltial

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ru~ that the eti. ntate hmsl~

nhwld Iml& MX Atachtd u“lts u-t of

the crmk md 70R detnchd m! ts east of

the crmk.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

-e the Stirbnn Pattern Opt Im Alch

vlolat= plmlng Pllclen S2 d 9 m the

mlr-t.

--------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Norw loot, et. al. s~rt the Stirti Pattern @t Ion, Ml th

SIl&tl/Sbll& Church Proprtlos rtid hvel~mt east of 1.270 to mke

ad Oonlel Lltteral, FFLP the mtir of h-w ad J* nearly -I

to the Tramlt Pattern Optlm. Thfa 10

ems{ stint Ml th prior Cmty plamlw

Pllclm for the area mot of 1-270,

hlgnatfna It no a grwth area.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

A.M. Natelll, et. al., PIA R=~ a rwlsd tiurbn Pnttern

Klm/B-tt/Wllti Prmrtlm @tIon Mlth Ilght Itistrlal ~lowt

alm the 1-270 corridor, rdwd dmnfty

m the eo$t, d further dtwl~t

ellwd btt- MO 121 ad Ten ffl Ie Cre*,

as WI I aB the oreo to the awth of Mot

Old Baltlmre RMd.

staff *M not dorse re81&nt101

develo~t u-t of Ten Mile Cretk. Staff

hos pr~red a Iand. we plan elternot Ive

for the area east of the crmk nhlch nwld

+aalze ofmle-fmlly &ta*td huiw.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Agr~. Staff has prwldd n mdlfld

$tirti Psttarn @tIon for P1-lm Ooad

revteu.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Cuty Pllc!m do wt deslmnte the area

wmt of 1-270 es n Itarmth orea<f. Ihe

lW Clarksbro Ptm pr~eo mral r-l -

&t I al (me are zmlng) ati tho Wmral

Plan chow dewlo~t cmentrotd to the

east of 1-270.

--------------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ihla optlm la dlemoutd eleefiern In the

~ket .



WARY OF HAJm IswES SASIEO AT THE WBLIC HEARINO ON THE,

PRELI MIHARY DWF T CLARKSBWO MASTER PLAN MSD HYATIST~ SPECIAL SIWY ASEA

HmCH 2S, 1992 AND AMIL 2, 1W2 1=

ICPIC: IEN MILE CREEK AREA I

NME ANOOROAN12A110S S-RY OF STATEMENT STAFF C@ MENTS

Harw S-s, ltilvldal R-- c Iusterim 2 &/ac ulth opn

@pee for mot of I -270.SolIOV*Rc

zmlno I*exclucl WV zmlne.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- --------- --------- -

J- R. Sheu, fre~rlck Cmty Plamlw S@rt the Aorlctlltural Rwerw moat of

ad ZOnlm D*rtmt 1-270. Mlnlrnlzlntt Int.melvo dswl~nt

Wt of 1-270 Mill heIp to rtiwe

&vel~t pressuren wt of I-270 In

frtirlck C~ty $AI* !s bl~tsd for

Aor lcultur al/Rural and C-awst Im wm.

Smrt the rscm-d trmtl t corrlbr

pttern *I* fwtrnet in Intamlw

&vei -t cost of I -2~. lh*WCO*O Of
thla pot tern In Cl arksburg muld help to

-mr~c s IMI Iar Iati-we pat term that

are rec-ti for the Utia r-l-1

cmter.

The Rodlfled Stirbn Pattern with Trmalt

sddressea this loom.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

NO reo~e Ad.



~ARV Of NiJ~ ISWES AASIED AT IHE wSLIC HEARINO OH THE

PRELIMINAnY DUFT CLARKSSUa WSlf@ PLAN Mm H7ATTST~ SPEC14L SIW1 flRE4

m~ncwa. 1992 Asa AnlL 2, 1W2
TWIC: TEN MILE CREEK A@E4

NME ANOORGANl~Tlm S-? W SfAl~91 sTArF ~MfuIS

Farmlati Preservatlw

Bmle COl(ler, Idlvlbl SW9@st wrlcultural prmervntlon u-t of

Jbn K!nn, Pr~rty -Or ad rm HI Ie Creek. U81W a naturat feature

Lnurv Ml Iter, SLCh to ~termlne ml b-a~ e-m Ioglcel

nti np~qr Into.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- . . . . .

E. Atlm Burhtte, Prvertv Omr 9Wrt the Stik Pattern @t Ion slme
there 10 m n~ for mre Aorlculture

preservatlm.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Normn Meaae, Proprty -r Note that the Im ftlle Crmk ValleV 18 mt

.aultab(e for famlw slme It la prtlcu.

Iarly rocky with e lar@ mt of Ilqmrtz

f Ioateratt.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------

Narv Leet, et.. ●l. Note that the sultsbl.lity of the SOI Is In

Sll&I1/Shl I* Church PrWrtlH the Ten Hlla Cr-k area are popr fOr

Normn MeaSe, Prowrty -r farmf m.

Oanlal Lltteral, Fervu8m Family Ltd. Ptmhp.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- . . . .

Agrw

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The future of aorlcu(t I re In Mmtoomw

Ctitv d~ds Wm the exlsteme of e

very I arae, crl tl cal mss of f ormlati ad

8Wrt!w Ind-use Plicfes In the area
dlol nlm the Aur Iwlture Reserve.

omlsmtlns the areo wet of Tm tilte
Crek os asrlmltural will help reinforce

farml ad pr-ervat !m PI Ic i- In this

prtt m of the Cwntv.
--------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The anrlmltural 8ultabllltv of 00118 In

the Ten PSIIe Crmk Vat Iey r-e frm wv

~r (*tream valler) to sood. In 19~,

the mJorl t y of pr lvately md land fn

the area was wrlcul turnl Iv aaseasd, me

Idlcator that farmlw Is en fwrtmt

Id use activity.

,------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

sm comta be.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1:



REVIEU OF TEST IMONV(mAL 6 WI TTEN) OF PUBLIC HEARING w INE

PRELIMIMARV DSAF1 CLARKSBLFAONASI ER PLAN AW HVATTSIWN SPECIAL STWV AREA

MARCH2S, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1W2

1

IWIC: LAND USE PLAN 01 ION WS1 OF 1.270

NME ANO OAGANISAIION SWMIRV OF SIATEMENr I STAFF ~HENTS

Harry Leet, et. 01. d Note thot the prq,md 98X rdwtlon In
I
! The 19* Clarkabra Maater PI 8n mde a

J&n Oelmy &slty m the Slldsll/Shlloh tiurch ‘crltlcal a88~tlm regordlm thla area:

Sll~ll/2hl la Church Pr~rtlm, 67S acres pr~rtlm for ~ovldlw #llc Wm ~ce that the mtlre Ten mile Crek -Id b

wld effect a tak IW of the lad Ml thwt ~provlti ulht @llc sewraoe. Thla

l-t c~88tlon {n vlolmtfm of the aasmptlm In mt cmtld In the Prelfm.

Crest I tut I m. Imm Plm becawe of the Plancs mhnalo

m farrnld preservatlrn d -Ir-tal

preaervetlm. ~awm In @lie PIICY

jwtlfy ra-enmlmtlon of &mltl@ In the

lm MI Ie Creek area.

Swmot thatClutor *wlmt lmovo. ,m ~t~r 10, f992, the Poprty mra
rating llMPIC1l md awrqrlata ctrem presentsdan IIluotratlve clwter ctiept

valley Mfern, can dren dgtely ●ny for et f mdPlannlw Board rwlw (s-

~otlwmvlrmmntal IWcta aaemlatd

,+

we I Thlo cm-t Iomt psrt of

ulth the lmgmvlaltid r~ltit!-1 *- lthe Pu I!c ffearlns rwonrd. If thesmd

velmsrtt of the pr~rty. n18hos tod18ms this pr~al In ow

&tall, maddltl-1 uorkaesslmull( be

=manry.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Thmo NoteIll awntlmtiether a!jrlcultural wen wrk so The ffodl f ledS@rtin Pattern

Klm/Bmtt/Shll* PrWrtlm, 532 acres close to ti8e hwolm, prtlcularly the %YthaImluti thla cmc~t (aeepc

Klm/Smtt/ Shl(,fi pr~rtfea dmlanatd Fket for dlscmalm of the option 04

an rural ●cronn th{k street from 5.9 d~w otaff re~me to It).

In the C*fn Ermltmlahkrhd.

nelleve mt e-h cmsihratlmhns bn s- co-to -0.

glvm to OWrWrlal:O 80mltlve hol~mt

that cm occur eaat of the Ten Ml(e Cre&

Gremuay.
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Ten Mile Creek – Property Location Map

-----

~GUSON PROPE~

BURD- PROP-

Sm 30

CWWURG WMURE
UM~ P~ERSHIP &
MWNE PROP~ES

KING/SENN~ & SHIM
PROPERnES

SW~/SHl~H CHURCH
PROP~ES

~ ;:~~::;.ti,,. Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area
Co,l>llsslox ~PRO\,ED M ADO~D JUNE 1994



REVIEU OF IESTl~N7 (~hl 6 WI ITEN) OF WBLIC HEARINO W THE

PRELIMINhRY OWr I ~8RKSS~0 MSIERPLANAn HTAITSl~ SPECIAL STwY AREA

MIRCM 23, 1992 ANO APSI1 2, 1992

10PIC: TEN MILE CREEK ASEA

Thins KateIll (Cmt$d) ~eRCzonlng for the
SOO comments above.

KlnelBmttlShlloh PrWrtlm, 532 acres Klm/Bmtt/Sbll& pr~rtl~. Rw_

c~mlm ,the Wmrty for P*I Ic me or

mrchaeIm the ~~rty, or RD1 zmlm.

R-b a rwied Stiur&n Pattern See ;comme”t8 above.

Opt Ion ulth I Ight Itietrfal ~la~t al- the

1.270 corrltir, r~i]d &81ty m the eaat, and

further dtvel~mt al Imd ~twm m 121 ad TM ~

Mile Crek, aB wII an the ar- to the owth of

Met Old Eoltlmre Rw*.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... .......

R&rt Metz, C-s Itistrlal Park Joint +e rezonlm Cas Ititrlal Park Joint Ven- Tha Cintlmd &lmatlm of this pr~rty

Vmture, 152 mres ture pr~rty from 1-1) to ROT. -tt- nexm an 1.3 Is Iwmslstmt ulth the Plmis

ad Junt I f I cat Ion for chawe to vo~rt y mrs. Id-yse and trmaprtatlm PI Ic Ies.

Sta#f has explored alternnt I w Wt Ims

ulth the proprtv -r Imtudiw the 1.4

Zm. Accordlw t o the pr~rty omer,

ulthout @llc seuer (n- IS Pwnd W

the P(m), the 1.4 Zme uwld re8ult In

very lW Intemlty WIownt w= m mall

~rt I,on of the SI t e.



REVIEUOF TESTIMONY (mAL & WI ITEN) OF W8LIC HEARING U THE

PRELIMINARY OWFT CLARKSBURO MASTER PLAN ANO NYAITST~ SPECIAL SIWY AREA

MARcH 23, 1992 ANO APRIL 2, 1992

TwIC: LANO USE PLAN WTION KS? OF 1.270

NME ANO ORGANIZATION SMRV OF STATEMENT STAFF CmNENTS

Jdlvi*ol Pr~rtieo (See attwhd~~

R*rt ffetz, Cws Iti8trleI Park Joint Vmture, to the Met BIW. In tiltim, I-4 Zom tis mt

152 acres (Cmt!d)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Rtirt Netz, olbx Prmerty, 69 =rm

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Rbrt Metz ati Al frd Bltirg, Clarknburo

Vmture Ll~lttd Partmrchlp, nti Lavlm

Pr~rtlm, 123 acre8

have’alte plan revlm. The k~ rewon for

cmslderlng ow e~lw-t uaaa Ie that the

pr~rty has M z- for mplwmt olme 19W.

Nmwar, as mtd etseuhere In thla r~rt, recmt

stdleo *OU there 10 mu m~t Intitrlnlly

xd led In the C*ty to e~prt e~loymt

ti mtll at least Zwo.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

R~8t retalnlnoR.~0 Zmlm for 49 ●cren of the The area surrhlw thla proprty IS propd for
Dlbx v~rty or retain R-200 ImlW for the 10 Agricultural Re8erve. Retalnlm R.200 Imlw m

acr- *lch are mt prt of the ~~ssd WI f this pr~rtv wld bs lm~fotmt with brder

cwrae. Plan POI Icy to Weeerve farml nd.

Note percol at la t-ta cticttd for the prt ! m

of the Olkx v~rty wtol~ of the ~~ad @(f

cwrne.

RVst thnt If the wlf CWFBO Is apWwed for

the pr~rty, that the neater Plm shmld ABIE.

mte thla m the lad U8e M*.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

s~rt the Stirti Pattern with Tramlt @tfm The Modlfled *rbn Pattern @tlm Imltis this

ulth RW zmiw m the @not ad 1.5 &/= reaibn- cmept (see pse l-l of Pcket),

tln( to the u-t for the CVIP and Lavlne ~optr-

tlee. Propne a M at 2.3 tilac ad R&o at 0.2

FAR. Belleve they are tn~oprlete for RC ~vel -

~t ~OWe of their Imntlm htM~n site 30
to the north, 1.270 to tho ea8t, ntiboth ~ 121

ad the Cabin Branch No! ohborhd to the swth. ,



REVIEU OF IESTIHOHY (rnkL 6 WITIEN) Of PUSLIC NEARING ~ TkE

PRELI MINAAY DRAF 1 CLARKSBURO MASTER PLAN ASO NYATTSTWH SPECIAL ST~Y AREA

MARCN~, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1W2
I

TWIC: LAND USE PLAN WI ION WST Of 1.270

I

NME Am mGAN12AT10N S~RV Of STATENENI SIAff ~NENIS

Rhrt MOtZ ad Al frsd Bl*rO

Clarkshro Vmture Llrnltsd Partwrshlp

ad Lavlm Pr~rtlea, 123 mrss (Cmtld)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Omlel Lltteral, ferwnm PrWrtv, 160 mrss

Ra~ c Iwterlw 2 &lac with Opsn space fOr sss comts abe.

usstof 1-270. Bet IIIVSS RC zmlm lo emlunl-ry ‘

to the Mt slds.

Note thnt the rtile fll 1 wsa m the C~P ad 5* comts tie.

Lavlne propertlea ar(l not an acCSptSble Ores fOr ‘

rss Idmt lal use. Thtl coot of provldln mcessary
ll~ldge cmpct f mll (,r l,p! I f~~,, tOr CmOt~t !m

-Id mke renldsntll]l we ~tilbl ttve; the retwn :

m RSO Id wwld unrrmt swh cmt.

Sw@st that the em, remmf w med for the

tiel -t of the C*I n Brmch Mel @hrhd
,
I

awlleo to the cVLP d Levlw Pr~rtiSS.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Note thatIt lamreasmoble to *8 I omte the Attho@ I-270 10 mar t ho wopssd propsrty, no

ferwam pr~rty m RD1 *M It 10 no cl-e to accms frm c- Rosd 19 planti. ACCSS8 to S1 te

1-270. 30 Mill k frm m 12100 trofflc Ipcte m c-

RW ahwld mt bs olgnl flcmt.

Note that the lntem4, fnstltutlwl use ad traf.

flc mswlatd Ml th $Ite 20 would md~r famlm

m the atitt IW ferwuon WSPOrtY.

swrt th6 s~r~ pattern @tlOn n~ retmt lm
of currmt renfantla,l zmlno for the faromm

pr~rty.



REVIEU OF lESTIMOMY (~AL 6 WI TTEN) OF WSLIC NEARING W TNE

PRELIMINARY ORAFT CL8RKSBWG MASTER PLAN hND NYATISTWN SPECIAL STWY AREA
MARCH23, 1992 AND APRIL 2, YW2

TWIC: TEN MIIE CREEK AREA

NME ANG ORGAMIEATIW SWNARY OF STATEMENT STAFF CMHENTS

Dsnlel Llttaral, Fsrwsm Prwrty, 1S0 Kreo Swrt the Stik Psttern @tfon, ulth rdcd

(Cmt ‘d) bel~t eaat of 1.2~tomake the tier of

hmses ad J* msrly OWL to the Traml t Pnt-

tern Opt{m. This 1s cmslatsnt uith pr!or comtv

plamlw pllcleo for the srea wt of l-2~,

dsslgnst Inn It ss s grwth srsa.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- . . . . . . . ------- ------- ------- . . . . . . . ------- ------- ------- -

$Ite30.3m scrw

Nick SWS!t(O (CIA) R-- Site 30 bs rester plti. Prwose Plm Aerw. A mater plan for Site 30 Is kdlv msdtd;

bs -M to IocI* a set of Imal c-ltv and @llc uses shmld oot be cmoldsred m a esse by

c-ty uses tiel@ thr~h cm-m. Swgest csse bssls over tlm. Cl t!zm lwolv-t Is

formfm s Site 30 C-lttm. Ned to promt!velv crltlcal. staff has cmvsyd thsse cmnts to

deflna real possfbllltlss rathsr thm usftlm for OFS and ml.
,l~u(”! ~!!.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..~.., . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Thmn NateIll md Kathle Hut ISY, IdIvl*ols R-- thatIf the Plancotlaform helm An mt d In the Prel trn{naw Or of t PI sn (see pm

-t betwen m 121 d TM Mile Crssk, SWIV ths lU) a dstmtlm cmter la w plamsd for Site

rule to tha C,~tv Oetmtlm Cmter an ml 1. 30. The future of the dstmtlon cmtar, WI II bs

rscmsldsrd by the Cwnt y COW I I In Jmusrv 1W3
bsswsooftheCwml I i n -ems oti opsrnt IW

costs d chawlno assu~tlom abut the -r of

future lmtes.



REVIEW OF IESTIHONV (mhl 6 wIITEN) OF WBLIC HEARINQ CN THE

PRELI MINARV DWFT CLARKSBmO MASTER PLAN AND MVAITSl~ SPECIAL ST~V AREA

WCH 33, 1992 WD APRIL 2, 1P92

Twtc: rEN H [LE CREEK ARE4

NME Am ~OAN13AllDN SHRV Of STAIEMEN1 STAff C* MENIS

sit e 30. 300 =res

Cerol Jodan, Idlv!&ol R-- ellnlnatlw’tha Jell, the b parking Aetitd In the Prellmlnaw Oraft Plan (seewm

lot, ad the nnnitatlm *rtmt v~icles, for l~):e *tmtimcmter 1s Mplamd far Site

Clerkotirg MIII be brdmdmlth hat en, the 30. The future of thedtmtloncmter, MI1( h

other cwnltles b wt writ. rsomsf&rW b the Cwnty CoWlt {n Jmuarr tW3

-woeof theCwmll’a c-em ati opratlm
costnd &amlno a88uwtlomabut thetir of
future lmte9.

Hmw Mm (UCFB) $Ww8t of ferlm the fOA 811 of site 30 free of Thlol Plan tieo mt mlslmmjor mpIowmt m

01( Comty projmta or uem. Site 30.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... ......... ..

J*n CO\ller, Idlvldal awntlm theeffectnof •~d~t ●t Stte 30 The?lm @tat- that● bclalonrtsardlmthe
kweeof themtmtlal forcmtmlnatfmof lm Iosatlmof en$mty -hpot shmld beti

Mlla Crmd. In the cmtext of anarea-al~ study. lhe Clark8.

~, Plan fo ~the~owlate v~lcleforbaln-

mtlng sult~le sites for Cwnty facllltle8 filch

aar~ tha iarwr Uvty area.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .... . . . . . . . . .

Kathle Hulley, Irrdlvldwl Note that o bmmln!temmedspt ehwld not ~ 80 ‘ee c0rnmont8 above,

far frm the chlldrrn) It NIII servlca. Sfte30 Is

mt a auft*le alto. If the Cwntydldmt om

Site 30, it umld never be c~l~red nult~(e.



REVIEVOF TESTIMONY (~AL 6 WITTEN) OF WBLIC NEARING W THE

PRELIMINARY DAAF7 CLARKSSmO MASTER PLAN Am HvATISIWH SPECIAL SIWY AREA

HASCN 2S, 1992 MD APRIL 2, 1W2

lWIC: TEN MILE ~EEK AREA

NWE Am ~OANl~TION s~RV OF STATEMENT STAFF C~HENIS

glte 30. 300 =rea
slcha,d strtitm (CCA .d Jeam Owfry. UC ad WO the [Watim Of the 8Chml ha mlnt~nce see cOmments above.

cm fecltlty m Site 30. Note v*lbltlve ~ratlne

cmte of dlshrolm 450 b= frm the mrtharn-

~t portion of the Cwty. Note Atrlmntal

wlr-tal impct of l~rvloue aurfaceo ad

~slblecontmlmtlonof Tenmlle Crmk ad

Lltt(e 6*CO Lake.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------------------- --------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

PWI MoJwskl, Wtir of MC Prefer the ochmI ti8mlntmame f-llltyh Seo commonts sbova.
rm~ from the Plamlw Area nlme werythlng

dralnn Into San lake.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . ------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -------------- --------------- --------------- --------------- ------------ . . . . . . . . .

Jtin Oelmy, Sll&ll/Shlloh Church Proprtles Swoaat that BHP90 chwldb e~iovd~ the Agrw.

Ctity fOrSite30.



SWMRY OF MAJOR ISSUES IIAISED AT THE PUOLIC HEARING oN THE,

pnEtfnfHARromFr CLPRKSBmGUaS7ER pLAB ANO HYATTslwu spEcIAL sl~r ASEA

MARCH =, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1W2 ~

TOPIC: CABIH BMNCN NEIGNB~H~

NME ANOOR0AN12AlION S~RY OF STATEMENT STAFF C~NENTS

Sharacter eti lnte~

Noten dtvel~nt In lm~rwrlate far th!a Ihe plmd- recwlze the mvlrmtol features

Jalfer Jatim

Idlvlaal
MIohbh~bcawe of the natural mvlrmmt of thlo area d the lrn~rtameof WmewlW

d MetIan*. them, prtlmlarly the wnt fork of C*tn Srmh

kemeof Itahlsh wter~ollty nti trmcwer.

lhe oreaaloohaomw ~vel~t ~rtmlt!es,

hmebr, lwludlnsacce#8 to, anexlatlw lnter-

chom ●l- I-2M snd a PoP8ed ftiure lnter-

cha~ to the south.

,
Staf/tis r=e’r-lns the Plan’a r-m

mdedtimltlm fw theml~borh- to help

provl~more dttwhodmlto (OO Mac tie at m
earlfer uorkeenslm m the Mmt Rd Naltibr -

hmd).

staff cmtlwc torecmd that thle wlOhr-

hmdb*alsmtdolDR recelvlnnaraa to help

1~1-t C-typllclm ragardlw famleti

pre8ervat fm.

J&n Kfm, PrWrty-er Reco-s r~cdhf,unl~ ~ltlm In thle area. 9- c-nta ~ove.

lhe Iwerdwltlm {n thla ereawuldti Prtlnl.

lyoffoet bynlloulm)dewlo~t owth of U. Old

8altlmre RotiatihrmOre fully utll!?!m the ~

121 corridor ~allmtl~bve(~mt In thevr-

tlm of the lmMlte Cre& area Imdlnte(y djn.

cent to ~ 121.
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Cabin Branch - Property Location Map

Ill
0

m~u.wNAmo,a k.
Pm& hYN,*c Clarkburg Master Plan and Hyattsto~ Special Study Area
co..!$s!0..

MPROi,EDAND mO~D JUNE 1994
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5WRV OFMAW I[US RAICED AT IRE - IC HSARIMO OH THE I

PRELI HIHARY OSAFT CLARKSO~O AsASIER PLAN Am H~ATTST~ SPECIAL SIW~ AREA

MARCH2S, 1992 ANO APRIL 2, 1W2

lWIC : CASI M BRANCH MEI OHSCAH~
I

HME Am ~OAH12AllW S~RV OF SIAT~Hl SIAFF CUMENIS
\



=WAR1 OF HAJ~ lSWES SAISED AT lHE W8Ll C HuA*i Nu UN Itik

PRELIMINARY DSAFT CLARKSOmO MASTER PLAN ANO HYAITSTWN SPECIAL STWY AREA

M#SCH 2S, 1992 ANO APRIL 2, 1W2

ICPIC : CA91H 9RANCN MEI CNBm N~

NME Am 0RGAN12A1ION s~RY OF STATEMENT STAFF CWHEHIS

JtilvldalPrmrtlea (SeeettschdH PIa

stoveOrma,ClarksbraTrlawlaPrqrty, PrWs- renlbtlal use for the Cl pr~rty thot

517 acres @OS!ZSS Otmla. fmf,ky dstnched mlt, d Smi-

~twhd mlta that #re alngle-fmlly in chsrac-

ter. Pr~es titltv ●t 6-8ddac ad garti

a~rtmtn m the Inter Ior al t-, cd ● m~st

pr~rtlm of tw*ueo. Pr~8eo ● transit.

cervlceable cmmlty tflth a srld etrwt pttern.

Pr*8al !nclhc: * 200-rmm hotel; m ●lm -
tary e~ml; rellolu d clvlc apee:● 200.
SPCO ~rk ad ride lot for MC; ti ● mlshbr-

h~ ah~lw c~ltx.

Pr~om mlnlml dlaturhme Ml th In the otream

valley tiffero md wtlti on the Cl. Lmali:ed

msl to *Y otomwntar mmomt * my bs

WI It W!thl n the otrem VCI lay tiff era, ctiwtd

by a stem drolmga cyotm. Pr9sos cmservlno

exlctlw tr- cw*r In the otr- whey buffero.

Bellevss the Plm w~oal for olwle-fam!(y de-

The general&velmt V@rmnu@gwtdbv the

pro~rty oumr 10 C0m!8tmt Mlth the Plan ulth
~e,ernl excqtlom: 1) The Incluslmof 2.4

mllllrnw. ft. of WIo-t (ace Emlovmnt Usm

dlewnslm); 2) The Imntlm of retail US= at

the aouthueot -e of the prmortv, s-rate

cmter wherehl~er dsnsltleo ore clunterd; 3)

Thepr wal to InclMa a hotel; ad, 4) The

prcontaw of apsrt~te exe- the staff r=w

tidbmsfwrnlx (31 Xc~rd to 10.20X rmorn

tidbv Btoff).

staff cmtlw to rscoti the In&. use ~ttem

pr~nd in the Prelfrnlmw Ornft Plan.

Nodlatutime of the reoulatow atrem buffer

*t=hsdwlts at2-4ti/scfortheCTpwerty Inahwldb Fwsadmleae It10+O(utolyensen.
-f fodAla d uaoteful.Thepoprty ohwld b tlal oti -vol~ble. staff PrWa~ On o-d

tinvallcble formitcmmrec~t Iota, tiffer Oreo mtelb of tho reeulatorybffer Acre

c~r~le to tht R-a pcttern. wsfta stomtar tiaomnt my bs plecti.

Swwots PO or AxK-1 zmlm for therssl~ntlet

sd comrclal tress. BOIIOVOC R.202/RMs-l with

TOR1a (mxl~wtmtlalOf10W10RIS) In mt

Owroprlate. SIOniflC1nt Utlllxat!m of TORE wI(I

Imolwfithar cost elat tomkethegml of

nffor-le h~l~ tittalnable.
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT CIARKSOWOMhSIER PLAN Am HVAIISIM SPECIAL Sl~Y ASEA

MARCH22, 1992 AND APRIL 2, 1S92

I
&

lmlc! CASIN SMNCH NElaHBmHm 1

ttMEAm OAaAM12A11W SMSV Of STAICMENI SIAFf cawwft

~rtmlty Intem.of ~rutlllzd Infrottm.

two, trmtlt aerv!cnblllty, wlrmmtsl cm

term, creotlw deol~, varloty of mlt t~s #nd

prlca r9wea, 9dlW**.

Uwt Old S61t1mrQ Rod la the IOEICOI trmnltlm

btwm Cabin Br#mh Melshhrhod ati Iho lm-

dmal ty devel~t chorscterlxlng the mlohhrlns
S* 910ml~~m. e~tfbl(ttyulth the Icrcc

tot rssldmtfal dwol~nt to the couth la ●

mjor cmctm. A lwdmlty rural zmo Is nwro.

prlste, ●s~lsllyms that pmltaciusterlno In

tho event swar 00PV!CO k- avnllnbla. R-2D0

19mt Wwrlat*.

!
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c. Background Materials for PHED Committee
Worksession #5: Clarksburg Master Plan Land Use
Issues in Ten Mile Creek Sub-Drainage Basin (December
3, 1993).



PEED CO~ITTSE /}1
December 6, 1993 c

December 3, 1993

TO: Planning, Housing and Economic Development Comittee (PEEL)

+*
FROM: Marlene L. Michelson, Senior Legislative Analyst

SUBJECT: Clarksburc Master Plan

This will be the PHED Comittee’s fifth workseasion on the Clarksburg
Master Plan. Today’8 workseision agenda is as follows:

I. Si~ature Sites in To= Center
II. Ten Mile Creek Area
III. Cabin Branch Neighborhood

A swary of the public hearing testimony related to each of these issues
was prepared by Planning Staff and is attached at circles 2 to 6. Circle 1 is
a map.showing the location of each of the eight analysis areas in the Master
Plan.

I. Si~tme Sites in To& C-ter

At previous PHED Comittee meetings, the
possibility of additional signature sites for

Comittee discussed the
emplo~ent along 1-270. The

Comittee added an additional site in the Cabin Branch Neighborhood and
deferred its decision on whether to add signature sites in Tom Center and in
the Ten Mile Creek Area pending additional analysis by Planning Staff. This
analysis is attached at circles 12 to 22 Jut was not received in sufficient
time to allow for Council Staff review prior to the preparation of this
memorandm.
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As the Comittee will recall, Councilmember Adms asked PlariningStaff to
consider whether it would be possible to put comercial uses in the Tom
Center District in the area adjacent to 1-270 and cap impenious surfaces as a
means of minimizing the environmental impact. ~is area is in the headwaiters
of Ten Mile Creek. (Cowcilmember Adma also aaked staff to consider the
possibility of housing west of 1-270 with RLD at the rubble-fill site; this is
addressed below. )

Although staff did not have the opportmity to vie~ the Planning Staff
analysis prior to writing this memorandw, it is staff’s understanding that a
change from residential to comercial in Tom Center rith a cap on ~tious
s-faces could be accommodated and my even be preferable from an
environmental perspective as compared to the Planning Board Draft‘a
recommendations due to the reduction in impemious surfacea and the difference
in grading requirements. There are several questions which the Comittee my
want to address at the workse~sson:_ - . . –——

. Will it be feasible to build si~ature office buildings with the
proposed limits on impervious surfaces?

● How will office uses
terms of the success

● How would gove-ent
surfaces?

II. Ten tile Creek Area

compare to high density residential uses in
of Tom Center? of transit?

implement and enforce a cap on impervious

The Plan’a recomemdations fcr the TefiMiie Creek Area ia discuaaed on
pages 84-90 of the Plan. A mp showing proposed land uses‘is shon on page S5
of the Plan. A mp showing the mjor property omers is shon on circle 7 of
the packet.

The Plan recomends
Agricultural Reserve and
residential at a density
as the zoning boundary).
o~ers affected bv these

that the area west of Ten Mile Creek be placed in the
those areas east of the Creek be zoned rural
of one unit per five acres (using Shiloh Church Road
The Council received testimony from mny property
recommendations; the testimony is smarized on

circles 2 to 6. The discussion below is divided into three sections:
A. Areas Recommended for Rural Residential Zoning; B. Areas Recommended fOr
Agricultural Reserve; and, C. Site 30.

A. ties Reco-ded for R~al Residential ~ing

The area recommended for rural residential zoning extends north of
~ 121, west of 1-270, and eaat of Shiloh Church Road. The Plan’s
recommendations for this area are based predominantly on environmental
conditions. At its first worksession, the Comittee was briefed by Planning
Staff on the constraint affecting this area. Planning Staff highlighted
their reasona for protecting the Ten Mile Creek Area aa follows:



.-. .

1. Although Ten Mile Creek is similar in
tODORraOhV and soil in the Ten Mile Creek
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q=lity to Little Seneca Creek, the
area, particularly the steep slopes,

make this tributary more likely to be dmaged if the surromding area is
developed. The lack of existing development and existing tree cOver in the

Ten Mile Creek Area also ~kea it more likely that this area can mintain
higher q~lity if left undeveloped than Little Seneca Creek.

2. Due to the environmental constraints throughout the planning area,
Planning Staff.believe it is best to only develop limited portions of the
planning area. They chose the east side, not only due to differences in
environmental characteristics,but alao due to the existing development on the
east side (e.g., the historic district, Comsat) and the existence of public
utilities.

3. mile Planning Staff believe that the policy goals of achieving a
successful Ton Center and allowing public uses at Site 30 justify some
Fotential harm to Ten Mile Creek, they do not believe that justification exits
for development in other areas in the subwatershed. They note that any
additional development presents a greater risk than they believe is prudent.

The option that Councilmember Adas aaked staff to consider would
inciease density in the 121 Northern Corridor area, while decreasing denaitiea
in Ton Center and capping density at Site 30. Planning Staff will be
prepared to cement at the worksession on the likely environmental impacts of
this proposal. wile it ~ be possible to shift densities without
signifi’cantlyaffecting the overall impervious levels, there are other factora
which mat be considered such as the ❑erits of sewering the Ten Mile Creek
area. The Comittee should also consider whether the policy objectives in the
Plan support these shifts in density ‘and development patterns. The Plan
allows for the level of development it does in the Ten Mile Creek area related
to only two public policies: the development of a successful Ton Center and
public use for Site 30. The proposed reallocations would be contrary to these
policies.

In addition, the alternative proposal would rely on a variety of meaaures
to cap impervious surfaces, to monitor water quality and to stage development
related to water quality. These are untested measures which may succeed but
do introduce a further element of risk.

Staff believes that the Comittee should consider the proposal to
increase development in Ten Mile Creek independent of its decisions on Site 30
snd Tom Center. Considered independently, it is staff’s belief that the
infomtion protided ti the Pl~ does not protide my cooclwive etid~ce that
additi-1 demlo~t wdd defioitimly readt ti irre~able - to Teo
tile Creek, ~ kve tbe property omers presmted my cmclwim etidmce to
shnw that it wu3d not. Nor does staff believe that the Council will receive
any further information during the course of this Master Plan that will
resolve this issue. ,This will be a judgment call the Council must make
without conclusive evidence one way or the other.
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The Master Plan concludes:

“Although without better monitoring data and modeling, it ia difficult to
predict at what point physical, chemical and biological thresholds for
Ten Mile Creek would be reached, this Plan concludes that additional
residential development east of Ten Mile Creek would certainly degrade
existing water q~lity and -Y affect state standards for Claaa IV
atrema. ”

Given the uncertainties, staff rec—b endorsing the low densities
recommended in the Plan at this time. If in the future informationbecomes
available to support the property o-ers ‘ contention that this site can be
developed at a higher density without significant environmental d~ge, then
the recommendation can be reconsidered and density increaaed. If, however,
the property is allowed to devglgp -at.a.higher.density than .recomended by the- ““ ““” “’-
Plan and-it i-e“la-te”ilearned”that those densities do cause si~ificant
environmental degradation, it My not he ‘posaihle to reverse the decision or
undo the d-ge.

The Coucil also received testimony suggesting that this area be added to

the Agricultural Rese~e both from those who believe it is appropriate for
agricultural zoning and those who believe RDT zoning is appropriate only if it
is not recommended for higher density development. Aa the fiecutive noted, .if
this areas is not aewered it is not likely to achieve even the Master Plan
recommended density of 1 Wit per 5 acres. Staff would only endorse this
option if the Comcil ia certain that they do not wish to reconsider a higher

density for this property in the future. Staff believes that it would be
contrary to the Couty ’s agricult,~r=lp=cgras

_-—
:6 use the MI zone as a

holding zone for potential future development and that a decision to zone a
property RDT should be a pe-nent one. If the Council wants to ~intain the
option of potentially rezoning this property to a higher density at a future
date when additional environmental information becomes available, then the
Master Plan recommended density is the appropriate one.

B. &eas Reco_ded for Agricd t-al Rese=e

Page 8L of the Plan describes the Plan’s‘rationalefor keeping the area
west of Ten Mile Creek as part of the Agricultural Reserve. The Plan notes
that:

“Although the suitably of soils for farming varies from poor to good (see
Figure 35), the importance of this area to Comty-wide agricultural
preservation is significant because it forma a critical transition from
the 1-270 Corridor to the very productive farmland of western Montgomery
County.”

The Coucil received testimony from nmerous groups and individual
(including aom property omera ) who supported this recommendation,.both from
an agricultural and environmental perspective. The Co~cil also received
testimony from several property o-era who objected to this reco~ndation.
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One group of 18 property owers in the area recommended for RDT zoning
referred to as the “Sidell/Shiloh Church Property Omers, ” (see ~p on
circle 7) objected to the Plan’s recommendations for several reasons including
the following:

0 The property was zoned R-200 in 1958; that zoning was confirmed in
several planning docmenta that have been adopted since tb t ttie.

0 The suitability of the soil for agriculture is poor.

0 It ia inappropriate to zone property RDT to acme as a “transition”
between more productive farms and developed land.

0 All three strem tributaries are “affected by the sae environmental
constraints,” yet t.:etreated differently in the Plan.

0 The applicant’s proposal for 0.6 d.u./acre on one-third of the areas
would better protect Ten-Mile Creek than 25-acre farms.

0 The proposed rezoning would be a taking of land without just
cotipensation.

0 If Site 30 is allowed to develop, then these properties should also
be allowed to develop.

Additional cements received from property owers added the following
reasona for not domzoning this area. RDT zoning would: reduce potential
transit ridership, deprive the Comty of single-family homes, and fail to make
efficient use of existing and nearby infrastructure. It waa also noted that
Ten Mile Creek is not fragile or pristine, that fares generate more pollution
than light density residential zoning, that there is more farmland zoned for
agriculture than is being farmed and that the ,Countyshould not promote this
low wage industry.

The Comittee may want to ask Planning Staff to address some or all of
these statements. Staff notes that Mny of these concerns affect properties
throughout the Agricultural Preseme and are not mique to the Ten Mile Creek
area.

Council also received testimony from individul
included in the Sidell/Shiloh Church Property Omers
following (see mp of property oners on circle 7).

me Romo proparty: This 9.6 acre property is
quadrant of Comua Road and 1-270. The property
a location to relocate a construction business.

property owers not
Group including the

located at the northwest
waa purchaaed in 1992 as

The ower claims he was
not properly informed of the Master Plan and that his business would not
require sewer. Staff recomends that the Comittee explore with Planning
Staff the merits of his request to retain the I-3 zoning on this amll
property at a mjor intersection, particularly since the property on the
east aide of 1-270 is recommended for industrial uses.
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CO- Indm trial Park Joint Vmtme: This 152 acre property is located
in the northwest qwdrant of Comus Road and 1-270. The property was
rezoned I-3 in 1969 and the omer objects to the domzoning to DT. me
Comittee considered this property in its earlier discussions of
signature sites and did not support a signature site at this location.

Budette Property: This 78-acrefarm ia located west of ShilohChwch
Road. The property omer objects to the ~T zoning and believes the site
ia appropriate for R-ZOO zoning and that the Couty needs mre affordable
housing.

-e Pr0prt7: This 100 acre fam is located west of Shiloh Church
Road. The property om:r wants to keep the entire area west of Ten Nile
Creek in the Agricultural Reserve (as opposed to rwal zoning) so the
omers will have an opportwity to sell TORS.

.——.
tie ‘Council also received testimony suggesting that Ten Mile Creek,

rather than Shiloh Church Road should serve as the bomdary for the

Agricultural Preserve. Planning Staff caution against using a creek as a
zoning boundary ?ince it can meander and change over time.

c. Site 30

The Plan’s recommendations for Site 30 appear on pages 88-90 of the
Plan. The Plan notes that site 30 will be the location of the Seneca
Correctional Facility and that other public uses could be accomdated on this
site. The Plan ~kes varioua recommendations regarding the greenway proposed
along Ten Mile Creek, the Moneysworth Farm historic site, trans”itinns, aCC=SS
tc th= prsp==ty, and sewer and water.

tie of the points made in testimony is whather it is equitable to treat
County-owed property differently than privately-owed property and allow Site
30 to develop when surrounding properties will be zoned rural residential.
This is a complex issue without a simple answer; however, it is staff’s belief
that the public purpose for which the site will be developed must be weighed
against the public purpose for restraining development. Staff believes that
public property need not always be treated identical.toprivate property, nor
does staff believe it should be exempt from all restrictions placed on
privately oned land. Instead, a careful case-by-case balancing of policy
objectives must be considered. Staff rejects the idea that if for legitimate
policy reasons the Cowty allows development in Ton Center or at Site 30,
that it must also allow similar levels of development in other areas in Ten
Mile Creek.

The Plan recomends a well defined planning process be established to
determine whether a proposed public facility is appropriate for Site 30. This
process would include the following:

o “Appointment of a citizen advisory group as well as a technical
advisory group to evalwte proposed public uses.

0 Preparation of a draft plan for review and cement by the co~ity
and presentation of the plan at a public meetin8.
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THE I-+ ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK ANO PLANNING COMMISSION
—— 8787GeorgiaAvenue . ~lver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

WP [30114954605

April 19, 1994

The Honorable William E. Hanna, Jr.
Chairman
Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee
Montgomery County Council
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850

Dear ~. Hanna:

On Monday, April 18, 1994, the Montgomery County Planning Board
discussed etaging options for the Clarksburg Master Plan. As part
of the Planning Board worksession, key individuals whose
properties are affected by the staging recommendations
participated in a roundtable discussion with the Planning Board
regarding the staging options. Representatives from the Office
of Planning Implementation (OPI), the Clarksburg Citizens
Advieory Committee, and the environmental comunity were also
included in this discussion. The list of participants is
attached (Attachment 1).

The four staging options reviewed by the Planning Board are
described in the attached Staging Options Report, prepared by the
Montgomery County Planning Department staff.

The Planning Board voted to recommend Staging Option 3: East
Side Priority, with modifications. Commissioner Richardson
preferred Option 4: Pay as You Go Development (see Attachment
2).

Pmti8?$ww-.,,,,,,.,........4... A5XPM?, MODIFIED OPTION #3--=ST SIDE
PRIORITY

Staging Option 3: East Side Priority is illustrated in Figure 1.
The key characteristics of this option are:

* A limited Stage 1 area that reflects the lack
of sewage conveyance to and treatment
capacity at Seneca Wastewater Treatment
Plant.

* A Stage 2 area that includes all areas east
of 1-270 that are not in the Ten Mile Creek
watershed and a portion of the Cabin Branch
neighborhood.

Montgomery CounQ PlanningBoard
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Sta~in~ O~tion 3: East Side Prioritv

,- ,. -------

,

Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Aea a
mu.&N,,,os~~,,fi
P*& mxx,,c

hPROVED MD homD Jum 1994 Co,.,s,os
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The Honorable William E.
Page Two
4J19J94

●

As noted

A Staae 3 area

Hanna, Jr.

that includes the remainder of
the Cabin Branch Neighborhood, Ten Mile Creek
East areas, and those portions of the Town
Center District that drain into the Ten Mile
Creek watershed.

in the Staff Options Report:

This option stages development in response to a number
of the fiscal, community building and environmental
limitations of the area while still allowing for ample
residential development over the next decade. About
two-thirds of the proposed residential units for
Clarksburg would be allowed to proceed with development
in Stage 2.

The Planning Board approved the following modifications be made
to this option:

* Defer retaillcommercial development in the
Newcut Road Neighborhood until Clarksburg’s
Town Center concept has been established.

* Encourage the early development of the Town
Center by endorsing a temporary pumpover of
wastewater from the Town Center to an
existing trunkline if the more extensive
projects needed to serve Stage 2 do not
proceed in a timely manner.

● Encourage residential development patterns
that best support a strong Town Center
identity early in Stage 2. For example,
residential development in the Newcut Road
Neighborhood should be phased so that
development closest to the Town Center
proceeds first.

* Modify dwelling unit/employment capacity
allocations for the I-270/~ 121 Interchange
to allow for more residential development and
less employment allocation during Stage 2.

* Allow enough staging flexibility to allow
some residential development on portions of
the Cabin Branch neighborhood closest to the
I-270/MD 121 Interchange to proceed in Stage
2.
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The Honorable William E. Hanna, Jr.
Page Three
4/19/94

I~L~ATION 18SUES

The Planning Board discussed how to best implement the above
staging options ‘and recommended that the Comprehensive Ten Year
Water and Sewerage Systems Plan be the major implementation tool
for staging. Elizabeth Davison, who participated in the
Worksession, e-ressed the countY Executive’s agreement to this
approach.

I would like to underscore the Planning Board’s recommendation
that if an appropriate amen~ent to_the..Comprehensive Ten-Year
Water and Sewerage””Plan “has not been prepared and adopted by
County Council at the time of the Sectional Map Amendment, then
zoning strategies to implement the Staging recommendations will
have to be considered. Again, County Executive staff have made a
commitment to amend the Comprehensive Ten Year Water and Sewerage
Plan so we are all hopeful the SMA will not become an staging
implementation tool.

STAGING AND FDA SELECTION

Finally, the Planning Board briefly discussed the issue of how
the site selection ~roce== fcr F2A =ight affect the Clarksburg
staging recommendat~ons. One candidate site, the 530-acre
Clarksburg Triangle property, is located in Clarksburg. The
Planning Board clearly intends the Clarksburg Master Plan to be
supportive of the County’s efforts to find a suitable location
for FDA. The Planning Board re~ested staff to work closely with
OPI to draft language for inclusion in the Master Plan; this
language will be completed by Thursday for PHED Committee review.

ADDITIONAL CLARIFICATIONS

The recommended staging triggers for the four options are briefly
described in the tables on pages 11, 14, 17, and 20. Due to the
limited space provided by the tabular format, a number of
clarifications may be in order. Planning Board staff will
forward these clarifications to the Council shortly.
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The Honorable William E. Hanna, Jr.
Page Four
4/19/94

The Planning Board looks forward to working closely with you on
this important planning issue.

Sincerely,

b --~
William H. Hussmann
Chairman

WHH:LC:MCB:dws

Attachment
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ATTAC~NT 1

N= RBPMSENTING

Dick Strotiotne Clarksburg Citizens Advisoq Comittee

Eliz*eth Davison I Montgomery County Executive Branch

Sue Richards I Montgom==y County Exe.”tive Branch

Randy Slovic — _j S>e:r?.c!u$. . ._ _..

Don Muie
I
Ten Mile Creek Civic Association

tit Rose* erg NewCut Consort iw (King stead Manor Proprty )

David Flanagan NewCut Consortium (Clarksburg Village Partnership
PrO~rty )

Phil Perrine Newcut Consort im (DiWaio Pro~rty )

Kevin Rogere I NewCut Consort im (King Stead Manor Proprty )

Robert G. Brewer NewCut Consortim (King Stead Manor Property)

John Westbrook Bowis & Funt Pro~rties

Steve Klebanoff Pietiont Land Associates /Clarksb”rg Land Associates

Steve Kawfman P1e*Ont Land Association etc.

Malcolm D. Rivkin
I
Clarksburg Triangle

Steve Orens

Mark Friis

John Cook

Roger Bain

Tony Natelli

Clarksburg Triangle

Linthicw Pam

Winchester Homes

Clarksburg Triangle

Northern ~ Route 121 Group



145

ATTAC~ENT 2

COMISSIO~ RI~SON~S MINORITY OPINION:

As noted earlier, Commissioner Richardson is supportive of a
modified version of Option 4: Pay As You Go Development that
would place a priority on the development of a strong, vital Town
Center. He prefers the Pay As You Go option throughout the
planning area once the Town Center has been established.
Commissioner Richardson is particularly concerned that none of
the options place enough emphasis on the existing WC passenger
rail station at Boyds and believes that a market approach
coupled with existing growth management tools (APFO, AGP,
Comprehensive Water and Sewer Plan) will best encourage maximum
developer contribution to planned infrastructure needs.
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CLARKSBURGMASTERPLAN
Staging Options Report

Prepared by Lhe Montgomery County

Planning Department

April1994
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I. INTRODUCTION

When considering staging options for Clarksburg, the Plannin9
Board’s (Final) Draft Master Plan noted:

The development of Clarkgburg will make a significant
contribution to the County’e long term houeing needs,
especially in termg of single-family detached homeg.
Thie fact argues for the early development of Clark9burg.

At the same time, a significant amount of infrastructure
will be needed to implaent this Plan, including new
interchange along 1-270, new highwayg, gchools, a
library, and Parks. A fiscal impact analysig done by the
Montgomery County Office of Planning Implementation might

_a_ffec_t.the_Co.wty!s-.overall..fiscalplanning etrategy.

The Planning Board recommended a two-prong staging strategy for
Clarksburg to respond to both these fiscal uncertainties and
multiple land use concerns. The Master Plan includes two options
with regard to staging:

Option A asgumes that new revenue mechanism are in place
or imminent and that public fundg ara available for the
ptilic share of funds rewired for infrastructure to
eerve the Planning Area and therefore does not recommend
9taging. Option B agsumes that finanCing is not
available and that gtaging vill be rewired. The
~~sc=<-+~-. c: c~ti=z z.-=---- izc~udes principles related to
9tagang but does not include a staging plan (see
Attachment #l).

Concern about the County’s ability to finance Clarksburg has also
been underscored by the Council’s Planning, Housing and Economic
Development (PHED) Committee. As they stated:

!$ThepEED co~ittee unan~ously agreed in ltS VieV that

financing is not available or imminent but we did not
direct Planning staff to prepare a gtaging plan at the
workgession. Council gtaff hag digcusged thig issue with
my tvo colleagues on the PEED Committee and they concur
vith my judgment that Planning staff should draft a
etaging plan that will be completed in time for the full
Coumcil’s worksegsion on thig issue. If the council
decides that gtaging is necessary, it is imperative that
they have optione before them for t=t to add to the
Mster Plan that vould describe a specific etaging plan.”

This Report reeponds to the PHED Committee’s re~est for specific
staging options. It first provides a set of six guiding principles
which serve as the foundation for staging in Clarksburg. Then,
four different staging options are presented together with an
evaluation of their strengths and weaknesses.
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II. GUIDING PRINCIPLES

During the Clarksburg Master Plan worksession regarding staging
(June 3, 1993), the Plannin9 Board supported a set of 12
preliminary guiding principles for sta9in9 Policies in Clarksburg
(See Attachment #l). These principles primarily addressed issues
related to land use planning, fiscal concerns, and the housing
market.

since that time, additional information related to wastewater
treatment and transmission facilities, transportation
infrastructure, water Vality protection, and community development
has become available. Furthermore, the PHED Committee has proposed
changes to the Planning Board’s (Final) Draft Plan. In response to
this new information, staff revised the earlier guiding principles
and reviewed a wide range of possible staging options for
Clarksburg. The updated guiding principles are presented as
follows:

1) wastewater treatment and transmission limitations.

2) Fi9cal concerns.

3) Coordination of land development and public
infrastructure.

4) Development of a etrong community identity.

s) Narket respongivenesg.

6) Water ~ality protection.

One of the greatest difficulties in developing a staging plan for
Clarksburg is that each of the principles is in and of itself very
important, however, the principles can and do at times conflict
with one another. Thus, the ultimate selection of a final staging
option will depend, to a large degree, on the priority given to
each of these guiding principles. The principles are presented in
detail as follows:

PRINCIPLE #1: WASTEWATSR TR=TNENT AND TRANSMISSION LIMITATIONS

Sewerage treatient and trangmiesion capacity in the Seneca Creek
Ba9in ie severely constrained and will limit any new development in
Clarkeburg in the foreseeable future.

According to WSSC. ..’’The sewerage system in the Seneca Creek
drainage basins provides sewer service to areas such as Germantown
and some portions of Gaithersburg. In addition, this system will
be extended in the future to provide sewer service to Clarksburg.
The sewer system within the Seneca Creek Basin consists of gravity
sewers, pumping stations, and force mains. Ultimately, this system
converges at the Seneca wastewater Treatment Plant (mP) and the
Wastewater Pumping Stations (WWPS) complex on Great Seneca Creek.”
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The Seneca Creek sewage system is currently experiencing capacity
problems in kwo key areas:

Wastewater Transmission: There are currently several bottlenecks
in the sewerage system within the Seneca Creek Basin that inhibit
getting wastewater flows from their source to the Seneca WP/~S
complex. A variety of projects are programmed within WSSC’S
approved CIP to augment or relieve existing pipelines and
facilities. These projects will provide long-term solutions to the
wastewater transmission problems in the area and are expected to be
completed within the next 5 years.

Wastewater Treatment: According to WSSC... ,,theSeneca mptms
complex is currently operating at capacity” and is unable to serve
any properties that have not already received sewer authorizations
from the WSSC. current.projeqts i.nthe cIp will provide onlY verY
“short -te-m””relief”to the serious treatment capacity problems at the
Seneca WWTP/~S complex. The incremental capacity provided by
these projects will only reduce the amount of time the plant
spends in operating over capacity, as opposed to actually
increasing the plant’s capacity to handle new development
(Additional information regarding wastewater treatment and
transmission problems in the Seneca Creek Basin is highlighted in
Attachment #2).

WSSC staff have observed that “in order to meet the County’s future
wastewater needs in the Seneca Creek Basin, additional major
wastewater treatment projects are rewired. These additional
pro~ects are the subject ef the ‘SSC Str=ta%ic SevzraGs St-u&y,anti
the upcoming Seneca/Potomac Issues Report.” Currently, no speclflc
solution to the Seneca Creek wastewater treatment problem has been
agreed upon. Staff estimate that a vitile solution to the Seneoa
Creek wastewater treatment probl- is at least .S to E gears away.
The most optimistic outlook suggests that If a decision regarding
a wastewater transmission solution is reached within the next few
months, the project/s could be programmed into the 1997 CIP. The
estimated construction time for facility improvements is 5 years,
which would suggest that if all proceeds well, a treatment solution
would be in operation by the year 2002.

Limited wastewater treatment and transmission capacity is clearly
a constraint to further Clarksburg development until an appropriate
solution to the Seneca Creek treatment plant’s problems is found
and programmed into the CIP. county policy does not, and should
not, allow private community systems to be provided. The extension
of sewer service to new areas is a critical element of the staging
recommendations in all four staging options. Specifically, all
four staging options recommend that no new development, beyond that
which has already received sewer pe=it authorisations (COWAT,
Gateway 270, and the nev el=entaq school), should Proceed ~til
a va9tevater treatment 9olution is in place.
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PRINCIPLE #2: FISCAL CONCEWS

The thing and aaguence of development in Clarksburg should.be
responsive to tha County’s limited ability to fund capital
improvements repired by new grotih in the area.

The Office of Planning Implementation’s (OPI) fiscal impact
analysis of Clarksburg (August, 1993) concluded that the zapital
program needed to serve new growth in Clarksburg between 1995 and
2015 would cost approximately $250 million. OPI estimated that
using currently adopted rates, the Construction Excise Tax could
raise about S36.F million from new development in Clarksburg, and
property and income taxes could contribute another S124 million
towards debt service over 40 years. This total contribution of
S160.8 million from adopted revenue sources still falls almost S90
million short of provi~ing the necessary revenues to fund the
proposed capital program. Furthermore, operating costs were not
reflected in the study.

In response to these findings, OPI has indicated. ..

II...a market phased development of Clarksburg would
impose a significant burden on the County’s capital
bonding capacity. To fund the facilities needed to serve
development in Clarksburg, the County must find more
revenue either from other areas of the County or from
nontraditional funding sources, such as development
districts, impact taxes, or the Construction Excise tax.”
(pg. 24 of the Clarksburg Fiscal Impact Analysis)

Presently, enabling legislation for the use of development
districts as a mechanism for financing public infrastructure
improvements is being considered by both the state legislature’ and
the County Council. Considerable uncertainty still exists
concerning the exact nature of development districts as a finan&ing
mechanism and the County’s ability to rely on this tool to reduce
its share of capital improvement costs. Some fiscally-oriented
policy guektions that remain to be answered include:

● Can the County afford its share of capital
improvements even if an alternative revenue source,
such as a development district, is available?

* Should Clarksburg compete in any way with other
portions of the County for limited public funds?

* mat pace of development can the County afford
within the next 20 years if an alternative revenue
mechanism, such as a development district, is in
place?

In light of the considerable uncertainty that still surrounds this
issue, it is clear that some degree of staged development should
take place in Clarksburg over the next twenty years. Both OPI and
Planning Department staff, believe that at the very least, future
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development in Clarksburg should be conditioned on the ability of
private developere (ueingmechaniems euchae development districte)
to fund a significant portion of the infrastructure improvaente
rewired by new growth.

The implications of this fiscal policy for staging vary depending
on one’s outlook on the future role of development districts or
similar non-traditional financing mechanisms. An optimistic
aPProach ass~es. that development districts or similar financing
mechanisms will indeed be able to account for a significant portion
of the $90 million revenue shortfall projected by OPI. This
approach would recommend that once a wastewater treatment solution
has been implemented and development districts (or other similar
mechanisms are in place) , development should be allowed to proceed
without delay throughout the Clarksburg area (option 4 is an
example of this approach) .

A less optimistic, more fiscally conservative approach assumes that
development districts or similar financing mechanisms may not be
readily available in the near future or will only be able to
account for a limited portion of the s90 million shortfall. In
this case, it would be wise to stage development over time in order
to reduce the County’s fiscal burden at any one time and to reduce
fiscal competition with other parts of the County (Options 1-3
below are examples of this approach).

Land development should be coordinated with the provision of major,
publicly financed capital improvement such as the transportation
netvork.

As a largely undeveloped, rural area and Montgomery County’s “final
frontier” in terms of the 1-270 Corridor, Clarksburg can expect to
see considerable development during the next twenty years. The
Master Plan envisions that at final build-out, the area will
include approximately 15,350 dwelling units and 8,500,000 to
9,000,000 sguare feet of employment opportunities. This growth
will reguire major modifications to the area’s transportation
network and such significant capital improvements as the
construction of M-83 (a proposed highway linking Clarksburg,
Germantown, and Gaithersburg) , a new re910nal transltwaY, and new
or improved 1-270 interchanges at Clarksburg Road (~ 121) and
Newcut Road extended. New public water and sewer facilities will
also need to be extended into this area once major treatment
capacity problems have been resolved for the Seneca meek Basin.

Staging policies should be developed to coordinate the timing of
land development in Clarksburg with the provision of these publicly
financed capital improvements. Such capital facilities can best be
financed without undue burden to the County and its taxpayers if
the facilities are built in a logical, rational fashion, servicing
only a few compact development areas at any one time and proceeding
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in later stages to build out from already developed areas in a
logical incremental sequence. By this means, the County can avoid
the high tax burden of scattered, piecemeal development which
forces wasteful public expenditures for expensive, but
underutilized public facilities.

This coordination of land development with the provision of public
infrastructure is particularly important given OPI’S estimated S90
million revenue shortfall for the area. The economies of scale
offered by geographic staging will enable the County to make the
best possible use of the limited funding available for Clarksburg.

Furthermore, geographic staging will help guarantee that land
development only will occur once such key public facilities as the
Seneca Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant and the I-270/Newcut Road
Interchange are in place (Planning Department staff’s preliminary
analyses suggest that the I-270/~-121 Interchange is only capable
of supporting 3,000 new dwelling units and 7,000 additional jobs,
thus, the NewCut Road interchange will be necessary to accommodate
traffic generated by development over and beyond these initial
figures) . The price tag associated with these items is large and
was not included in 0P17S estimated capital program for Clarksburg.
Given the critical role that both of these facilities play, every
effort should be made to ensure that their construction is a
reality before development is allowed to proceed. In this ‘way,
Clarksburg can avoid the undue traffic congestion and sewerage
systen overload that has plagued other similar communities
throughout the country.

PRINCIPLE #4: D~ELOPMENT OF A STRONG COW~ITY IDE~ITY

The ttiing and seguence of development should reinforce the Wster
Plan’s community design and identity goals for Clarksburg.

The timing and sequence of development is critical to helping
Clarksburg achieve its vision as a transit-and-pedestrian oriented
town swrounded by open space. To help promote a strong sense of
community identity and design, staging should strive to address the
following:

* The Town Center: Include the Town Center in early phases
of development to create a strong sense of community
identity and to provide a model for later development
eleewhere in the areas.

● The Transitwav: Assure that areas planned for higher
density development near transit are not preempted by
less intensive uses. Promote the early development of
transit-oriented land uses.

.:

,:,

* School-Based Neighborhoods: Provide for an adequate
number of dwelling units to support at least one
elementary school in each stage. The Montgomery County
School District estimates that between 1,800 and 2,200
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housing units are n=eded to support an elementary school.
AISO provide the County with OPPOrtUnltieS to obtain
school site dedication in each stage of development

* palanced Socio-Economic Mix: Provide a suitable mix of
dwelling units (roughly 20% multi-family, 35% townhouse,
and 40% single familY) to enswe a balanced Socio-
economic mix for schools in the areas.

● Coordinated Residential and Commercial Development:
Provide for sufficient residential units in a sta9e ‘o
support local retail and commercial activities.
Retailers have indicated to Planning Board staff that
approximately 3,500 to 4,000 dwelling units are needed to
support a retail development that includes a grocery
store.

POLICY # S: NARKET RESPONSI=SS

Staging should respond to market demand for single family housing
and provide for competition among developers.

staging in Clarksburg should respond, ?S much ?S po,ssible,to the
growing pressures for more single-family housing in the county.
Development should be staged so that a reasonable share of the
County’s future annual residential growth can be accommodated in
Clarksburg over time.

A sufficient number of properties should also be made available for
development in each stage to encourage competition among
developers. This not only avoids the creation of a monopoly
position by a single firm, but also provides consumers with choice
in housing prices and living styles, and encourages wider
experimentation in improved community design.

POLICY #6: ~TSR QUALITY PROTECTION

The timing and seguence of development in Clarksburg should rsspond
to the unigue environmental ~alities of the area and help
mitigate, in particular, development impacts to the environmentally
seneitive stream valleys in the Ten Mile Creek Uatershed.

As ,the Planning Boardts (Final) Draft Master Plan notes:

‘aclarksburg offers a rich array of environmental
resources, including Little Seneca Lake, streams with
very high water ~ality, a large number of stream
headwaterst extensive tree stands, and an impressive
array of flora and fauna, particularly in stream valleys.
These resources give Clarksburg a unime character and
must be protected.”
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In response to these environmental concerns, the Master plan
proposed that 80% of Clarksburg’s future development be
concentrated in one-third of the community’s land area (primarily
those portions of Clarksburg east of 1-270 or in the less
environmentally sensitive Cabin Branch Creek sub-watershed) .

Since the Planning Board’s (Final) Draft Plan was prepared, the
PHED Comittee increased residential density from rural (1 unit per
5 acres) to RE-1/TDR-2 (2 units per acre) and added two signature
site facilities in the Ten Mile meek Watershed.

Given the PH~ Committee’s proposed land use recommendations for
additional development in the Ten Mile Creek Watershed and the
fragile nature of this high quality stream valley, staging becomes
an essential tool for assisting with the mitigation of development-
related impacts. Delaying development in the Ten Mile Creek
Watershed would allow for the development of new best management
practices, mitigation techniques, and water ~ality monitoring
technologies.

Both the Planning Department and county ‘s Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) believe that significant changes in
water quality regulation can be expected during the next few years.
A new watar quality zoning text amendment was recently approved by
the Planning Board for transmittal to the County Council. If this
new water quality review process is approved, it will be highly
desirable to limit early development in Clarksburg to one or two
less environmentally sensitive sub-watersheds (such as those found
on the east side of 1-270) so that DEP can conduct the necessarv
baseline stream monitoring for the proposed
effectiveness of best management practices
quality.

III. BASELINE STAGING ASS~TIONS

program and test t<e
in protecting water

All four staging options include the same baseline assumptions:

1. Not All Properties in the Plannina Area Should Be Staaed

The following areas or development should not be included in the
staging plan:

Hvattstown: This community has health and public safety
problems, which must be corrected immediately.
Development in Hyattstown may proceed immediately,
subject to the availability af adequate sewer and water
facilities.

Rural Density DeVelODrnent: Rural density development,

zoned for 1 unit per 5 acre densities or less, should be
rezoned soon after the Master Plan is adopted.
Development in these zones may proceed based on the
availability of wells and septic facilities.
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Previously ADDrOVed Development in the PiDeline: Al 1
options assume that previously approved development will
not be addressed by the staging plan and may proceed
immediately in accordance with the development review
process.

The areas proposed for staging are shown in Figure 1.

2. ~
Exist in the Short-Term

All staging options acknowledge that there is limited wastewater
treatment and transmission capacity available in the Seneca Creek
sewerage system, and that a long term solution to Clarksburg’s
sewerage problems will not be in place for at least 5 to 8 years.
Stage 1 is identical in all fOUr options--it is limited to only
those properties with existing sewer service authorizations (this
stage is shaded in black in Figures 2-5). Specifically, this stage
is limited to the development of the COMSAT and Gateway 270
properties and the new Clarksburg elementary school.

3. The Implementation of an Infrastructure Financina Mechanism Is
Critical

All four staging options agree that County, State, and Federal
revenues, alone, will not be able to fund the public infrastructure
needed to serve future Clarksburg development. All four options
presume that one or more non-traditional financing mechanisms--such
as development districts--will need tc b= ixplc==~te< Lsfare any
private development can occur. This condition applies to all
stages within the different staging options.

4. Staaina Should Recoanize a Significant Role for the Adeauate
Public Facilities Ordinance [APFO) and the Annual Growth
Policy [AGP I

Finally, all staging options recognize the important role that the
County’s APFO and AGP will play in determining the amount and
timing of additional growth that can be accommodated in Clarksburg.
All four options advocate the development of one or more AGP policy
areas for Clarksburg at the earliest date possible.

B. DESCRIPTION ~ ANWYSIS OF STAGING OPTIONS

The staging options are summarized on the following pages. Four
options are presented for review:

Option 1: 1-270 ~plo~ent Priority
Option 2: Tom Center/Transit Corridor Priority
Option 3: East Side of 1-270 Priority
Option 4: Pay-As-You-Go Development
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The Geography of Staging
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For each option, the following information is presented:

* A map illustrating the staging recommendations. i

● A tabular summary of the options’ key staging
characteristics.

I
I

* A discussion of the option’s strengths and weaknesses in
terns of the overall staging principles. /
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STAGINGOPTION #l
Employment Center Priority



Staging Option 1:
..-. Em~lovment Center Prioritv
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BTAGING OPTION 1: ~LOYNENT CORRIDOR PRIORITY
OVRRVIEW OF KEY ~CTSRISTICS

=TIONALE DESCRIPTION STAGING I~L~ENTING
TRIGGER MECNANISM

,ives early STAGE 1: STAGE 1: STAGE 1:
development Development Plan Simultaneous
lriority to limited to those adoption.
he Transit

area-wide S~
properties with and Ten-Year

!orridor and existing sewer Water and
~ignature authorizations. STAGE 2: Sewer Plan
:acility A solution to amendment,
properties. waetewater

STAGE 2: treatment OR
“Development Development problem is
listricts or allowed to 100% DownZoning to
>ther non- proceed within programmed in interim
traditional the Comsat first 4 years zoning
financing tributary sub- of CIP categories.
mechanisms watershed, the
Till not be Stringtown Creek AWD
ible to fully sub-watershed, STAGE 2:
:und and on signature Clarksburg Ten-Year
:larksburg facilities not Facilities Water and
Infrastructure included in the Plan Sewer Plan
:Osts.) Ten Mile Creek completed amendment or

watershed. Stage 2 Area
?rovide for AND SNA depending
:he efficient Gil ‘tiecnanism
coordination STAGE 3: One or more employed
~f land Development infra- above.
development allowed to structure
~nd major proceed within financing
~ublic the remaining mechanisms STAGE 3:
infrastructure areas of are in place. Ten-Year
improvements. Clarksburg. Water and

Sewer Plan
?rotect water STAGE 3: amendment or
~ality in I-270/Newcut Stage 3 Area
2nvironment- Road Inter- s~ depending
illy sensitive change is on mechanisms
3reas. 100% employed

programmed above.
in first 4
years of CIP Floating zone

approvals in
AND areas with

PD, PN, or ~
One or more zoning.
non-
traditional
financing
mechanisms
are in place.
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OPTION #1: ~LO~~ CORRIDOR PRIORITY

S~Y OBSERVATIONS

Although this option reinforces the Council’s desire to promote a
suburban, amplopent oorritior identity to the properties along I-
270 in Clarkeburg, it fails to reepond to actual market demand in
the area (which is actively calling for eingle family houeing) and
does not support the community identity goals established in the
~ster Plan because it does not include the Town Center.

This option ie also astrsmely limited in terms of the amount and
type of residential development which would proceed over the n-t
10 to 15 years.

STRENGTHS:

FISCAL ISSUES:

● Employment centers will be in a position to make significant
revenue contributions to help fund public infrastructure.

* Limits County’s potential financial burden at any given time
by geographically staging development (smaller geographic
areas allow for more accurate estimates of infrastructure
needs and total development costs) .

COOR331NATION OF MD D~LOPME NT AND IN~ STRUCTURE :

* Proposed staging reflects a logical extension of sewer
facilities from south to north.

● Efficiently concentrates development near existing
infrastructure (e.g. I-270/MD-121 interchange and the existing
Comsat sewer line stem) .

=~ RESPONSIVENESS:

● Allows new 1-270 emplo~ent sites to develop in response to
market needs.

WATER OUALITY PROTECTION:

● .Concentrates development on the East Side, which is less
environmentally sensitive than the Ten Mile Creek Basin.

● Is consistent with OEP water ~ality testing goals, which call
for the initial monitoring of one or two limited, sub-
watershed areas.
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~SSES :

* May not provide a sufficient critical mass of development to
make development districts or other public/private financing
mechanisms feasible.

● Short-term emplopent market nay conflict with the Master
Plan’s goal of more clustered, higher intensity buildings.

● Does not allow the Town Center to get a head start on
development or to compete for the limited interchange caDacitY---
of ~1>1/I-270. —.

.---
* Does not provide an ade~ate mix of housing types to satisfy

school district objectives of a balanced socio-economic mix
within school service areas.

* Does not provide enough development competition to offer a
range of choice in housing prices and living styles.

=ST ~SPONSIV~ESS:

● -rent market demand in Clarksburg is for single-family
housing not office parks or higher densitY re=i~=~ti=~
development.
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STAGINGOPTION #2
Town Center/Transit Corridor Priority
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Staging Option 2:
Town Center/Transit Corridor Prioritv
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STAGING OPTION #2: TO~ CE~ERl~SIT CORRIDOR PRIoRITY
O=VI~ OF KEY CHARACTERISTICS

=TIONALE DESCRIPTION STAGING INPL~ENTING
TRIGGERS MECHANISMS

Limit County’s STAGE 1: STAGE 1: STAGE 1:
financial Development Plan Simultaneous
burdens by limited to those adoption. area-wide S~
geographically properties with and Ten-Year
staging existing sewer Water and
development. authorizations. STAGE 2: Sewer Plan

A solution to amendment,
(Development wastewater
districts or STAGE 2: treatment OR
other non- Development is problems is
traditional - allowed to ,.lOO%..

Downzoning to ‘“
financing proceed in the programmed in interim zoning
mechanisms will Comsat and first 4 years categories.
not be able to Stringtown Creek of CIP
fully fund subwatersheds
Clarksburg and on signature ~D STAGE 2:
infrastructure facilities and Ten-Year Water
costs .) portions of the Clarksburg and Sewer Plan

Town Center not Facilities amendment or
Provide for the in the Ten Mile Plan is Stage 2 Area
efficient Creek watershed. completed S~ depending
coordination of on mechanism
land ~D employed
development and STAGE 3: above.
major public Development is One or more
infrastructure allowed to financing
improvements. proceed in the mechanisms STAGE 3:

remainder of are in place. Ten-Year Water
Promote the Clarksburg. and Sewer Plan
development of amendment or
a strong STAGE 3: Stage 3 Area
community I-270/Newcut S~ depending
identity. Road Inter- on mechanisms

change is employed
Protect water 100% above.
quality in programmed
environmentally in first 4 Floating zone
sensitive years of CIP approvals in
areas. areas with PD,

AWD PN, or ~
Partially zoning.
respond to One or more
market demand non-
for housing. traditional

financing
mechanisms
are in place.
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OPTION 2: TOW CENTERITRANSIT CORRIDOR PRIORITY

S~Y OBSERVATIONS

This option effectively balancee competing policies related to
county fiecal Concerns, the coordination of land development and
infrastructure, enhancing community identity and design, and
protecting local vater guality. mile this option may not provide
as much Stage 2 development potential ae some would desire, it does
still allow for more development than ie anticipated by OPI over
the n-t 10 years. Given the capacity ltiitations of both the
Seneca Creek Waetewater treatment plant and the proposed 1-270
interchange in this area, it is Planning stafffa belief, that much
additional development beyond theee figures ie unlikely even if no
staging ie provided for the area. This staging option helps assure
that OBmarket growthv’ is directed to the Town Center/Transit
Corri&or.

TBIS IS ~E PLANNING BOARD STAPF’S PREFERRED AND RECO~~ED
STAGING OPTION FOR CLARKSB~G.

STRENG~S:

FISCAL ISSUSS:

* May provide a sufficient critical mass of development to make
development districts or other public/private financing
mechanisms feasible.

● Limits County’s potential financial burden at any given time

by geographically staging development (smaller geographic
areas allow for more accurate estimates of infrastructure
needs and total development costs) .

COORDINATION OF LAND D~ELOPMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE:

* Efficiently concentrates development near existing
infrastructure (e.g. I-270/MD-121 interchange and the existing
Comsat sewer line stem).

* StageS land development consistently with the available
capacity of critical transportation network interchanges (I-
270/MD 121 Interchange and I-270/Newcut Road Interchange).

COWITY BUILDING:

● Provides for sufficient development to meet community building
goals (i.e., enough residential units to support retail
development and to create school-based neighborhood units).

● Provides an adeguate mix of housing types to satisfy school
district objectives of a balanced socio-economic mix within
school service areas.
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=ET RESPONSIVENESS:

● Allows for some residential development so that Montgomery
county can respond to market demand and begin to achieve its
forecasted share of regional housing construction.

.* Provides enough development competition to offer a range of
choice in housing prices and living styles.

WATER OUALITY PROTECTION:

* concentrates development on the East Side, which is less
environmentally sensitive than the Ten Mile Creek Basin.

* Is consistent with DEP water quality testing goals, which call
for the initial monitoring of one or two limited, sub--
watershed areas.

~SSES :

=~ RESPONSIVENESS:

* May be politically controversial (other developers would also
like the option to go first).

● will split one property owner’s land across two different
stages (2 and 3).

~ATER VUtiITY PROTEOION:

* Higher density development of the Town Center may negatively
impact the water quality in the environmentally sensitive
headwaiters of the Little Seneca Creek drainage basin.
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STAGINGOPTION #3
East Side Priority
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Staging Option 3: East Side Priority
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STAGING OPTION #3: SAST SIDE PRIORITY:

OVERVI~ OF KEY ~CTSRISTICS
............

RATIONALE DES~IPTION STAGING IMPLSNENTING
TRIGGER* ME~ISMS

Limit County’s STAGE 1: STAGE 1: STAGE 1:
financial Development Plan Simultaneous
burden by limited to those adoption. area-wide SMA
geographically properties with and Ten-Year
staging existing sewer Water and
development. authorizations. STAGE 2: Sewer Plan

A solution amendment,
(Development to
districts or STAGE 2: wastewater OR
other financing Development treatment
mechanisms will allowed to problem is DownZoning to
not be able to- .proceed-in”the” “loo% interim zoning
fund a East Side (area ‘programmed categories.
significant east of 1-270 in first 4
portion of that is not in years of CIP
Clarksburg the Ten Mile STAGE 2:
infrastructure Creek watershed) AND Ten-Year Water
costs .) and on signature and Sewer Plan

facility sites Clarksburg amendment or
Provide for the immediately Facilities Eastside SMA
efficient adjacent to I- Plan is depending on
coordination of 270 that are not completed mechanism
land in the Ten Mile employed
development and Creek watershed. AND =~c=.s=.
--4-— —.–.-.U.,ux pwllc
infrastructure One or more Floating zone
improvements. STAGE 3: Eastside approval in

Development financing areas with PD,
Promote deve- allowed to mechanisms PN, or MX
lopment of a proceed in the are in zoning.
community West Side place.
identity. (remainder of

Clarksburg). STAGE 3:
Respond to STAGE 3: Ten-Year Water
market demand I-270fNewcut and Sewer Plan
for single- Road Inter- amendment or
family housing. change is Westside S~

100% depending on
programmed mechanisms
in first 4 employed
years of CIP above.

AND Floating zone
approval as

One or more needed.
Westside
financing
mechanisms
are
implemented.

—
. . .
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OPTION 3: SAST SIDE PRIORITY

S~Y OBSERVATIONS

This option StageS development in response to a number of the
fiscal, community building and environmental limitations of the
area while etill allowing fOr ample residential development over
the next decade. About 2/3 of the propoeed residential units for
Clarksburg would be allowed to proceed with development in Ctage 2.

A major drawback of thie option, however, ie that it allows
significantly nore development to proceed in Stage 2 (approximately
11,400 units) than the available capacity provided by the 1-270/~
121 .Interchange (3,OOO units). Thus, this option will likely raise
unrealistic expectations among the development community concerning
the actual amount of development that will be allowed to proceed.

Finally, thie option allowe far more development to proceed
initially than is desirable in an area as environmentally sensitive
as Clarksburg, and doeg not adequately reinforce community design
and identity in the Town Centar area.

STRENGTHS:

FISCAL ISSUES:

* Provides for a sufficient critical mass of development to make
development districts or other public/private financ~n9
mechanisms feasible.

COORDINATION OF LAND DWELOPMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE:

● Efficiently coordinates West Side development “with the
availability of key transportation infrastructure improvements
(I-270/Newcut Road Interchange in particular) .

COMMUNITY BUILDING:

* Provides for sufficient development to meet community building
goals (i.e., enough residential units to support retail
development and to create school-based neighborhood units).

* Provides an adequate mlX of housing types to satisfy MCPS
objectives of a balanced socio-economic mix within school
service areas.

MET RESPONSIVENESS:

* Allows for significant residential development so that
Montgomery County can achieve its forecasted share of regional
housing construction.

● Provides enough development competition to offer a range of
choice in housing prices and living styles.
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WATER OUALITY PROTECTION:

● concentrates development on the eastside, which is less
environmentally sensitive than the Ten Mile Creek watershed.

~SSES :

FISCM ISSUES:

* May result in competition with the rest of Montgomery County
for scarce public monies (if development districts do not
fully cover necessary costs of other infrastructure such as
schools, recreational facilities, etc.) .

~ AND INF STRUCTURE:

* May create unrealistic e~ectations that development can
proceed, only to be stopped at the time of subdivision when
there is an insufficient staging ceiling capacity under the
AGP (due to capacity limitations of I-270/MD 121 Interchange).

CO~ITY IDENTITY:

* Fails to provide the Tom Center with a head Start on
development, which may detract from Master Plan goals to
create a strong community identity and sense of design in this
area.

WATER OUALITY PROTECTION:

● Is inconsistent with water guality review process goals to
fine-tune B~ designs and performance through the initial
monitoring of a limited, sub-watershed area that is less
sensitive.

● Higher density development of the Town Center may negatively
impact the water quality in the environmentally SenSitiVe
headwaiters of the Little Seneca Creek drainage basin.
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STAGINGOPTION #4
Pay As You Go
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Staging Option 4:
Pay-As-You-Go Development
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STAGING OPTION #4: PAY-AS-YOU-GO DEVELOPMENT
OVEKVIEW OF KEY ~CTEAISTICS

~TIONALE DES~IPTION STAGING X=L~ATION
TKIGG~* NEC-ISM

Jo need for STAGE 1: STAGE 1: STAGE 1:
;taging beyond Development Plan Simultaneous
~nitial limited to those adoption. area-wide S~
?astewater properties with and Ten-Year
:reatnent and existing sewer Water and
:ransrnission authorizations. Sewer Plan
constraints. amendment,

development OR
iistricts or
>ther non- DownZoning to
traditional interim zoning
financing categories.
mechanisms will
De able to pay
Eor a
significant STAGE 2: STAGE 2: A STAGE 2: Ten-
~ortion of Development solution for Year Water and
~larksburg allowed to wastewater Sewer Plan
infrastructure proceed treatment amendment or
costs . throughout problem is SW !de~emding

Ciarksburg 100% on mechanism
subject to the programmed employed

No economies of availability of in first 4 above) .
scale can be funding for years of CIP
achieved by necessary public
geographic infrastructwe AWD
staging of improvements.
development. Clarksburg

Facilities
Plan is
completed

AND

One or more
development
districts or
similar non-
traditional
financing
mechanisms
are
implemented.
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OPTION 4: PAY-AS-YOU-GO D=LOPWNT

/

S~Y OBSERVATIONS

mile responding to market demand for unlimited residential
Opportunities in Clarksbmg, this option faile to address many
anfrastruoture, community building, and water guality protection
iesues that are aleo important to the community.

The lhiteti oarrying capaCity of the I-270/~ 121 interchange also
suggests that development will be ltiited to approximately 3,ooo
dwelling units until the I-270/Newcut Road interchange can be
programmed in the State’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan (this
project ie an eetimated 10 to 15 years off). Thus, this option
would create unrealistic expectations within the development
community concerning the amount of development allowable in the
near future.

Finally, considerable differences of opinion exist between OPI and
Planning Board staff concerning the fiscal value of this option.
OPI etaff believe that this staging option allows the development
community to take m~imum advantage of opportunities to form
development districts or to undertake similar non-traditional
financing mechanisms. Planning Board etaff is concerned that the
failure to seek economies of ecale of infrastructure development
through geographic staging will eventually lead to the County
aseuming a much larger fiecal burden than is currently envisioned
in or by pending development dietrict legislation.

STRENG~S :

* Provides more certainty to developers interested in forming
development districts (i.e., development districts will not be
IIheldbackltby the concern that forthcoming environmental or
planning regulations might limit future development).

CO-ITY IDENTITY:

* Allows sufficient development to support a range of retail
opportunities and community facilities in Clarksburg.

-ET RESPONSIVENESS:

● Politically, the easiest way to ensure fair treatment to all
developers (no preference given to any particular property
owner or geographic area-- if funding for needed infrastructure
is available, development may proceed).

* Responds to market demand for single-family housing in
Montgomery County.
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~SSES :

FISCAL ISSUES:

* May be difficult to accurately determine the costs of needed
infrastructure over the long te~, which could result in
government paying a greater share of infrastructure costs than
expected.

● May result in competition with the rest of Montgomery County
for scarce public monies (if development districts do not
fully cover necessary infrastructure costs)

COORDINATION OF LAND DEVELOPMENT AND INFRASTRUCT~E:

* May create unrealistic expectations that development can
proceed, only to be stopped at the time of subdivision when
there is an insufficient staging ceiling capacity under the
AGP (transportation capacity is constrained in early years by
the limited capacity of the I-270/MO 121 interchange).

* May result in the inefficient use Of COStly infrastructure
resources (particularly linear facilities such as sewer and
water lines) .

CO-ITY IDENTITY:

* Fails to reinforce the Town Center concept and may conceivably
hinder its realization (due to excessive competition!.

=ET RESPONSIVENESS:

* The rate and location of development may be influenced by how
vocal certain property owners are and by who applies and
develops first rather than any predetermined policy preference
or long-term planning goals.

WATER OUALITY PROTECTION:

* Higher density development of the Ten Mile Creek watershed and
the Town Center may negatively impact the water quality of
environmentally sensitive stream valleys.

● Fails to take advantage of the opportunities for improved
water quality protection (new knowledge, techniques, and
technologies) that could be gained through water quality
monitoring in limited areas in communities such as Clarksburg.

* Severely limits the implementation of new measures that would
provide added protection for environmentally sensitive areas
of Clarksburg.
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* Is inconsistent with water guality review process goals to
fine-tune B~ designs and performance through the initial
monitoring of a limited, sub-watershed area that is less
sensitive.
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B. STAGING PR2NCIPL=

1. Land-Use Planning Related

a. TO create a strong sense of community identity and
provide a model for later development elsewhere in
the area, include portions of the Town Center in
early phases of development.

b. Assure that areas planned. for higher density
development near transit are not preempted by less
intensive uses.

c. Help assure that essential public facilities,
pa=icularly schools and uaterjsewe infra-
structure, are planned in vithse~ence .
development:

2. Fiscal Related

a. Ensure that the timing and seguence of private
development is responsive to the County’s ability
to fund associated capital improvement projects.

b. Endorse the creation of mechanisms which vould
offer the possibility for private developers to
join in public-private ventures.to f~d essential
community facilities.

c. Recommend that the zoning process be considered as
one of the vehicles for implementing Stagin9
principles related to fiscal feasibility.

d. Include funding of school construction (not just
the dedication of school sites) and other public
facilities as elements of public-private ventures.
(This Plan assumes that operating costs Vill come
from Montgomery County Public Schools general
operating budget or other revenue sources.)

e. When proposals for optional zones ere submitted,
identify the fiscal impact of development in
relation to the County’s short-term and long-term
Capital Improvements Program (CIP).

3. “Market Related

a. Establish a staging program which provides
incentives for the private sector to work with the
county to address infrastructure needs.

b. Accommodate in Clarksburg a reasonable share of the
County’s future annual residential growth rate.
One figure presented for discussion by some members
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of the Ad Hoc Work Group was 10 - 15% of the County
forecasted annual residential growth.

c. Establish a staging sequence that gives private
property owners reasonable certainty about vhen
their properties might be in an appropriate stage
for ~evelopment.

d. Provide a staging program fiat offers a variety of
housing products in every” stage to promote an
active, healthy market.

c. ~PLI=TION OF STAGING PRINCIPLES TO PLANN2NG DISTRI=S

Staff has prepared a map (see Circle 14) which applies the staging
principles to the various analysis areas identified in the
Preliminary Draft Plan. This vas presented to the Ad Hoc Staging
Work Group and immediately raised questions about how the concept
vould be implemented and what it meant for the timing of
development in the various districts.

Staff is not ●ndorsing this gtaging approach at this time but is
presenting it for discussion purpoges. The eveats neede~ to a“opea**
each of the planaing districtg seeds further refinement sad staff
will coatiaue to vork on thege eveatg prior to the Februq 25
vorkgessioa oa 2mplsmentatioa.

As background to the lively discussion that is e~ected on this
subject, staff would like to highlight the key features of the
staging approach reflected on pages 14 and 15:

1. The Town Center and the MD 355 Corridor are’ clearly
identified as the top priority for near-term development.

Although generally, there vas agreement that this is a
valid staging principle, owners of land elsewhere are
very concerned that this maans nothing else can go
forward until completion of some arbitra~ nu~r of
units in the Town CenZer/UD 355 Corridor. This is an
issue that bears discussion and raises the need for the
Plan to specifically identify events which would allow
other areas to go forward.

2. The Cabin Branch Neighborhood located vest of 1-270 is
identified in later stages of development.

3. Although the staging recommendations identify the Town
Center as top priority and the Cabin Branch Neighborhood
as later priority, the map intentionally avoids a
sequential format for staging (e.g., Stage 1, Stage II,
etc.) of the districts and relies instead on staging
objectives and events for each area.
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April 15, 1994

TO: Laura Briggs, Community Planning Division

VIA : Jorge A.
qd

Va17adares, P.E., Chief ;
Environmental Planning Division

““ FROM: “’Laura Bachle”~d “’ ““ ~
Environmental Planning Division

SU=ECT : Status and Future Use of Sewer Capacity in Germantown and
Clarkeburg Policy Areas

Status of Sewer Service
WSSC has declared the Seneca and Muddy Branch basins Potential

Overflow Basins as defined in the ComDrshensive Water SUDDIV and
Seweraae Svstems Plan. The plan defines a Potential Werflow Basin
as ,,pa~ or all of any basin which has not experienced regUlar

overflows of user backups, b~~? f== ‘.-FIiCFi‘tie calculated or observed
peak sewage flow, allowing for an appropriate wet weather reserve,
exceeds the peak sewer operating capacity.tl Unless additional
capacity is provided, the conditions will escalate to an Existing
Overflow Basin. If this occurs, WSSC will no longer issue sewer
permits or authorize any future permits. Currently, WSSC has
observed exceedences of the safe sewer operating capacity. As part
of the Ten-Year Water and Sewer Plan, all category changes in theee
areas now have a condition which notifies the developer that
plbing permits may not be honored due to the overflow problem.

Sewer sewice in the Seneca Creek basin, which serves
Clarksburg and Germantown, is currently deficient for two reasons:
transmission capacity in the lines serving the area and treatment
capacity at the Seneca WasteWater Treatment Plant.

The first deficiency is addreseedby eeventeen projects in the
current CIP. The County Council has deferred final approval of
these projects until a review of the Systems Development Charge
(SDC) issues in the operating budget. Approval is recommended for
all the projects, however, except for the Little Seneca Relief
Sewer Parts 2 and 3 (S-84.29 & S-84.30) which run along the shore
of Little Seneca Lake. A new PDF that explores pumpover options
has been re~ested. Currently, the lack of infrastructure is
affecting development activity in the northern portion of
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Germantown. Milestone is immediately affected.

The eecond deficiency concerns treatment capacity. Once the
sewer transmission problems can be addressed, then there has to be
a way of treating the increased effluent. This will rewire a
decision about how to supply additional treatment capacity. A
number of alternatives have been epelled out in the Strategic
Sewerage Plan. The Seneca Creek Upgrade (S-53.06) will make the
current WWTP permanent and provide some upgrade in treatment
capacity and some relief for the Muddy Branch sewer. This upgrade
in capacity will be on line by July, 1997, however, it will not
provide even a temporary solution to capacity problems. It will
only reduce the amount of time the plant spends in operating over
safe capacity limits.

The permanent solution to treatment capacity problems must
await continued evaluation of alternatives by the agencies involved
in water and sewer planning. A decision by the Montgomery County
Council is also needed. It is optimistically speculated that a
solution to the treatment problems may be underway in six years.

~ture Use of Sewer capacity
Staff of the Environmental Planning and Research Divisions

completed a guick analysis of forecasts, existing pipeline,
plumbing permit information for Germantown and Clarksburg.

and

(Round 5) forecasting shows Clarksburg and Germanto~ tacorn~n~~
for sewer capacity at the turn of the cent~. co~ercial caPacitY
in Germantown ie high. Approximately 85% of authorized commercial
development is in the pipeline. This compares to about 45%
authorized residential development. (Authorized devel opment refere
to approved subdivisions and site plans that have l!~eued up$, at
Wssc . The percentages indicate the amount of development that has
been authorized but does not have pltiing permits) . It is likely
that additional commercial development in Germantown will occur
prior to any increase in demand for housing in Clarksburg.

It cannot be accurately predicted where development would take
place if both areas were available for water and sewer service at
the same time, however both areas are handicapped by the sewer
treatment deficiency. Relief will arrive at the same time to both
areas (post year 2000) . In the interim, slower grotih in
Germanton could result from sewer transmission and capacity
problems as easily as it could from market conditions.

In anY caee, treatment capacity deficiencies should betaken ~
into account for staging in Clarksburg.
deficiencies,

Based on these
it is prudent tO confine the first stage of

Clarksburg development to existing authorizations only, given the
current status Of sewer eervice.
that,

It ie also reasonable to assert
due to sewer deficiencies, Germantown and Clarksburg

development will both be dependent on facilities that will not be
available for at least six years, and that this dependency will
affect tie rate of growth in the planning areas.
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Discussion of Pancar Property:

The Pancar property is a 53-acre tract located nor~htvest of the intersection
of West Old Baltimore Road and MD 355 in the Brink Road Transition kea, The
property was recommended for R-200 zoning in the 1968 Plan and k recom-
mended for R-200/TDR zoning in this Master Plan. There is a completed
Preliminary Plan of subdivision that has been pending at the Planning “Board,
awaiting a sewer category change.

Previous requests for a category change were denied pending preparation of
the Master Plan. Because the proposed Preliminary Plan u,ill implement the
in[enl of this Nlaster Plan and in Iigh[ of the fact [ha[ [his property has been in
the development approval ,p~ocess for-some-rime, it is appropriate to extend ser-

. . . .. —-------- - tice to th<property in the near term,.

i

,,



Fiscal Zmpact Analysis Summary

The ClarksburgMasLerPlanand Hyatts[ownSpecialStudy Area Fiscal

Impac[ AnalysisUuly 1993) prepared by Montgomery County Government,
O[fice of Planning Implementation (OPI) is available at the OPI office in
Rockville,A referencecopy is also availablefor public review at M-NCPPC

InformationCounter in Silver Spring. Due [o the length of the final report,only

theExecutiveSummary isincluded in this section.

,

)

!

(

IMPLEMENTATION
STWTEGIES
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Exectttive Summary

Purpose of the Study

This analysis of LheClarksburg Master Plan examines ~he fiscal impac[ of the
development likely to occur over the next20’years.The Regional Distric~ Act
mandates that the Executive prepare a fiscal analysis of proposed master plans.

This study anticipates that 10,150 new houses and almost 2 million square
fee[ of rc[ail, o[fice, and industrial space Irill be buil[ in Ciarksburg between
1995 and 2015. Thisanalysisestimates[ha[Lhecapitalprogramneededtoserve
thisnew grow,[h u,ill COSLabout $250 million. New, grow[h in Clarksburg will
raise approximately $124 million in property taxes and income ~axes o\,er a 40-
Year p~~io@_thaL_co.uidbe used toward the Cotirity’s “debt service payments.

. .
If Lhe County wants to implement the Plan as proposed, the Coun[y must

iden[i~ approximately $126 million in additional rei,enues. If additional re\,-
enues cannot be raised, the County may need [o consider a smaller capital pro-
gram for the same level of development or a plan to delay development until
more revenues are found.

Potential Sources of Revenue

Thisanalysisestimatedpotentialrevenuefromseveraltypesofsupp!em?n:a!

revenues.

. The County could reallocate exisLing revenues to pay for new projects in
Clarksburg. Approximately $19 million is theoretically available for debt
ser\,ice payments from existing businesses and residents in Clarksburg. [f
Lhe County were to fund the entire $126 million, it would increase the
deb[ per capiLa by about $133 by the year 2015. This equivalent tD 10.4
percent of the current per capita debt of $1,270.

. The County could use nontraditional revenue sources to raise more
money. Currently, the County collects impact taxes to help pay for roads in
Germantown and the eas[ern part of the Coun[y. The Coun[y has also
adopLed a Construction Excise Tax (CET) to help fund new capital pro-
jects. This [ax is scheduled [o go into effect in 1995.

. CET revenues from new grow[h in Clarksburg would raise almost $37 mil-
lion that could be used to offset the $126 million funding gap.

. If the County chose to impose a CET to cover the entire $126 million gap,
current fees would increase substantially. The rates would increase as fol-
lows:
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mul[i-familyunits $900 [0$3,079

townhomes $2,100 [o $7,138

single-familydetached homes $4,800 [0 $16,439
R&D/office $2.4010 $8.21/square foot
general office and relail use $4.00 [o $13,68 square foo[

. h impact tax based on road and school usage would shift the burden
among the various uses. 1[~,ould lower [he ra[es for single-family detached
housing slightly increase Lhemulti-family rate, the general office rate, and
the R&D rate<and substantiallyincreasetheretailrate.

Potential Capital Program Modifications

The $250millioncapitalprogramestimateincludesseveralcoststhatwould
not be absolutely critical [o the ini[ial implementation of the Clarksburg Plan.[f

[he County is unable to identify new revenue sources but still wished to imple-
ment the Plan,an alterna[it,ecourse of action would be to reduce capital pro-
gram costs.

. A $250 million capital program estimate includes almost $40 million in
maintenance and replacement costs. Revenues to offsetthese costscould
be deferred to a later date.

. The capital program estimate also includes about $15 m~lion in transporta-
tion improvements chat could be eliminated if the County chose to modify
the formula that it uses to estimate future levels of traffic congestion.

. Altogether, these modifications could reduce the capital costs from $250
million to $195 million. Nonetheless, in general, the County’s ability to
address future funding problems solely through capital program modifica-
tion is limiIed. Assuming $161 million from “adopted” revenue sources
(i.e., $124 million from properLy and income [axes and $37 million from
the CET)} there would be a shortfall of about $34 million. Thus, even with
a scaled back capital program the County would need to virtually double
current CET rates to implement the Plan.

Limits of the halysis

Previously,OPl estimated totalcosts to implement the Plan u,ould be in
excess of $450 mflliorr from allsources.While thisanalysisraisesimportant

questionsaboutthedevelopmentofa fundingstrategy,implementationofthe
MasterPlan\vill extend far beyond the County Capital Improvements, which are
the focus of this analysis.

Waterand sewerserticesand thetransitwayareparticularlycriticaltoPlan
implementation.OP1 estimatedwaterand sewerprojectsat$72 million;howev-

er,thisestimatecovered local lines only. It did not include ser\, ice for
Hyattstown or improvements needed to address wastewater treatment.
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The Long-Range Strategic Plan released by the Washing[on Suburban
Sani[ary Commission (WSSC) Ias[ spring identifies an expansion [o Lhe Seneca
Wastewater Treatmen[ Plant as [he firs[ in a series of critical decisions the
County must make LOaddress se\ver issues. Clearly, a solution [o \~,asteu,a[er
[reatment should precede implemen~alion of a financing mechanism, I~,hichpre-
sumes development will be able to move forward.

Several estimates in the Planassume that[oday’spracticesand guidelines
willcontinuefarintothefuture.Examplesof[heseassumptionsincludethefol-

lowing:

The analysis estimates total future General Fund expenditures by assum-
ing [hat property and income taxes I~,illcontinue LOmake up 72 percent of
these revenues TO the extent the share of these traditional sources
changes, these es~i.mates\vo.uld.need .(o be re\’ised.

The analysis assumes that no more than 10 percent of General Fund
expenditures \!,ill be available for deb[ ser\,ice payments This Iimi[ is used
because it is one of the major debt Iimic guidelines the County follows
today to maintain its AAA bond rating.

Finally, Lhisanalysis assumes that almost all of the residential development
but only half of [he nonresidential development called for in the Planwill
develop in the next 20 years. Moreover, the Plan estimates that total resi-
dential development will approach only 75 to 80 percent of the end-state
zoning yield. These estimates are very preliminary. Changes to the devel-

opment yields and./or !im.ip.g ~o,~!d -rr. -.-,,.., the ievei and costs ol Capital
Improi,ements that will be needed.
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ND-NA~lDNAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISS1ON

FP

8787 Georgca Avenue . S,lver Spr,”g, MaVland 20g10.37~0

r~~:

MCPB NO. 94-a
M-NCPPC NO. 94-10

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission, by virtue of Article 28 of the Annotated Code of
Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from time to time, to make
and adopt, amend, extend and add to a General Plan for Physical
Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District; and

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of The
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, pursuant
to said law, held a duly advertised public hearing on March 23,
1992, and April 2, 1992, on the Public Hearing (Preliminary)
Oraft Clarksburg Master Plan, being also an amendment to the
Clarksburg and Vicinity Master Plan, 1968, as amended; a ~ortio”
of the Master Plan for Historic Preservation, 1979, as amended; a
portion of the Functional Master Plan for Preservation of
Agriculture and Rural Open Space, lgao; a portion of the
Germantown Master Plan, 1989; a Portion Of the Boyds Master Plan,
1985; the Master Plan of Bikeways, 1978, as amended; being also
an amendment to the General Plan for the Physical Development of
the Maryland-Washington Regional Oistrict, as amended; and the
Master Plan of Highways within Montgomery County, as amended; and

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said
public hearings and due deliberation and consideration, on June
3, 1993, aPProved the Plannin9 Board (Final) Oraft of the
proposed Plan, and recommended that it be approved by the
Oistrict Council and forwarded it to the County Executive for
recommendations and analysis; and

WHEREAS, the Montgomery COUntY Executive reviewed and made
recommendation on the Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarksburg
Master Plan and forwarded those recommendations with a fiscal
analysis to the District Council on July 30, 1993; and

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the
Oistrict Council for the portion of the Maryland-Washington
Reqional District lying within Montgomery Countyt held public
hearings on September 9 and 21, 1993, wherein testlmOnY was
received concerning the Planning Board (Final) Oraft clarksburg
Master Plan; and
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WHEREAS , the District Council, on May 23, 1994, approved the
Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarksburg Master Plan subject to
the modifications and revisions set forth in Resolution No. 12-
1632; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery County
Planning Board and The Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning commission do hereby adopt said Clarksburg Master Plan,
together with the General Plan, for the Physical Development of
the Maryland-Washington Regional District as amended; and Master
Plan of Highways within Montgomery County as amended; and as
approved by the District Council in the attached Resolution NO.
12-1632; and .

BE IT F~THER RESOLVED,.-that-copie’s of said Amendment should
.be.ce.rtif-ied””by-”Th6 ‘Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
commission and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of each
of Montgomery and Prince Georqe’s Counties, as required by law.

***************** ***

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of a resolution adopted by the Montgomery County Planning Board
of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on
motion of Commissioner Richardson, seconded by Commissioner
Floreen, with Commissioners Hussmann, Floreen, Aron, Baptiste and
Richardson voting in favor of the motion at it= =equiar meeting
held on Thursday, JIJE= 9, i994, in Silver Spring, Maryland.

Le

****************** ***

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of a resolution adopted by the Montgomery County Planning Board
of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on
motion of Commissioner Floreen, seconded by’ Commissioner McNeil,
with Commissioners Hussmann, Rhoads, Baptiste, Boone, Dabney,
Floreen and McNeil voting in favor of the motion, with
Commissioners Aron and Richardson being absent, at its regular

meeting held on Thursday, June 15, 1994, in Mitchellville,
Maryland.



Resolution No. : 12-1632
Introduced: Mav 23, 1994 199

Adopted: Mav 23. 1994 —

COVNTY COONCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COW, ~YLAND
SITTING AS TSE DISTRICT CO~CIL FOR THAT PORTION
OF THE NAR~WASHINGTON REGION& DISTRICT

WITSIN MONTGONSRY COH , ~~

By: District Comcil

1.

2.

3.

L.

5.

6.

Subject: ADoroval of Plannine Board (F nal)i Dra ft Clarksburz Master Plan

and Eva ttstom sDec ial Studv Area

~

b Jue 30, 1993, the Montgomeg Comty Planning Board transmitted to

the COmty tiecutive and the County Comcil the planning BOa=d (Final )

Draft Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattston Special Study Area.

The Planning Board (Final) Draft Master Plan -ends ‘the Clarksburg and
Vicinity Master Plan, 1968, as mended; a portion of the ~ster Plan for
Historic Preservation, 1979, as mended; a portion of the Fmctional
Master Plan for Presentation of Agriculture and Rural Open Space, 1980;
a portion of the Gemnton tister Plan, 1989; the &ster Plan of
Bikeways, 1978, as mended; being also an mentient to the General Plan
for the Physical Development of the hryland-Washington Regional
District, as mended; and the Master Plan of Highways within Montgomery
Couty, as aended.

On July 30, 1993, the Comty hecutive transmitted to the District
Comcil cements concerning the Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarkaburg
Master Plan and Hyattston Special Study Area with a fiscal analysis.

@ September 9 and 21, 1993, the Co~ty Coucil held public hearings
regarding the Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarkaburg &ster Plan and
Eyattaton Special Study Area. The tister Plan was referred to the
Planning, Eouaing and Economic Development Comittee for review and
recommendation.

b October 4 and 18, 1993 and November 8 md 29, 1993 and December 6 and
13, 1993, Jmuary 31, 1994, Febmary 1, 7, 14, 22, and 28, 199&, and
&rch 11, 14, and 25, 1994, and April 21, 22, and 26, the planning,
Eotiing and Economic Development Comittee held worksesaions to review
the iasuea raised in connection with the Planning Board (Fiml ) Draft
Clarksbug &ster Plan and Hyattatom Special Study Area. Several
retiaiona to the Naster Plan were recommended by the Comittee.

b April 5, 11, 12, 14, 15, 19, and 26, 1994, the CountY Coucil
reviewed the Planning Board (Final ) Draft Clarksburg hster Plan and
Hyattatom Special Study Area and the recommendations of the Planning,
HOW ing and Economic Deve 1opment Comi ttee.
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7. ti Jan~ry 18, 199L and Mrch 22, 1994 the Couty Cowcil extended the

deadline for action on the Planning Board (Final) Draft Clarksburg Mster
Plan for 60 days.

Action

The Comty Comcil for Montgomry Cowty, &ryland, sitting as the
District Coucil for that pnrtion of the ti~lsnd-Washington Regional District
in Montgowry Comty, ~vland, approvea the following resolution:

The Planning Board (Final ) Draft Clarksburg Master Plan and Eyattston
Special Study Area, dated Jwe 1993, is approved with revisions. COmcil
revisions to the Planning Board (Final ) Draft Clarksburg ~ster Plan and
Hyattsto~ Special Study Area are identified below. Deletions to the tex.t..of..---------
the Plan are indicated by [brackets 1, addi_tion.s.by. mderscoring.

.........--------

Page vi, paragraph 1, sentence 2:

[The Advisory Comittee does not take a position or vote as i body. ] N

is the Pla~oard qs DOllCV that Advi~ttees not vote ~

Page 1, lat paragraph:

This PI=n is tileculmination of a ti[three ]-year process that has
featured over 30 meetings of the Clarksburg Master Plan Citizens Advisory
Comittee, 13 Planning Board worksessions, v co~

t Comitte. ~s. 7 COuntv.Co-
works~ comwity workshops on s variety of planning topics,
property omers workshops, technical workgroup meetings on staging and
implementation, and close coordination with gove-ntal agencies
affected by the Plan’s recommendations.

Page 2, laat paragraph:

Creating a vision for Clarksburg that embraces these policy
objectives has resulted in si~ificant changes to the 1968 Plan. The
most si~ificant changes involve the cltitering of development east of
1-270. The 1968 Plan anticipated extensive residential development, with
public water and sewer semice throughout the Study Area. [This Plan
mkes environmental protection a key objective west of 1-270.]

Page 6, policy 2 uder third paragraph:

2. This Pl~ recomenda that Clarksbwg’s natwal featwes,
particularly strem valleya, be prntected ad ~ t
[designates the] Ten Mile Creek [Area as sn area of special
environmental concern.1 ad Little e~e.k e af~
Rrntection aa de elou~v t Drocti
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Page 6, policy 8 under third paragraph:

8. ~is planemphasizesthe imDortanC~[balancesthe role]of 1-270as
a high-tec~ologycorridorfor MontgomeryComty [withthe tom
scaleof developmentproposedfor Clarksburg.] & the rezlonand
prese~es kev sitesad tt -~

t.. .

Page 6, policy10 uder thirdparagraph:

10. ~ia Plan recomenda [thst zoning hplemntation policies in
Clarksbwg should be responsive to fiscal concern s.]~
sta~ed to address fiscal concerns and to be resuonsive to co~ itv

and enviro~l oblective~

Page 7, revise Figure 4 to reflect Comty Council changes .

Page 8, paragraph 6, 1st sentence:

me 1993-ed P1- Refti-t of the -s -d Objectivesfor
htg~v Cotity‘[will]mends the 1964GeneralPlan,comonly Called
!, on Wedges and Corridors” and the 1969 Updated General Plan for
M~n~g~mery Comty (approved in 1970).

Page 10, first paragraph:

~is kster Plan seeks to retain the existing emplo~ent centers in
Clarksburg and adds emplo~ent acreage along selected locations near
1-270. [~ Plan does not seek a vast expansion of emplopent

OPPOrtmltlesin thearea, allowingthe ~jor portionof economic
activityto be directedto the UrbanRingand ❑ore developedportionsof
the Corridor,(Economic Activity Objective 6).] ~is recomenda tion

t’s Statement that the I-27Q
or ,, . . . .~t emDtiw t re~~~ t

zezlon. “ Improving connections between comercial centers and
residential areas are promoted in the Plan, as envisioned by the General
Plan Ref inemnt (Economic Activity Strategy 4C) . me reco~ndations
which pemit the intensification of existing centers of economic activity
are in accord with Vision 6 of the State Planning Act — ecOnOmic growth
is encouaged.

Page 12, paragraph 2:

me General Plan Refinement reco~ize [d]s that there will be
conflicts mong its goals, objectives, and strategies and noted that “it
is only within the rester plan context , where decisions about individ~l
parcels of land are mde, that any reaaomble prioritization of coqeting
goala and objectives can be ~de. ‘t



202
Resolution No. 12-1632

Page 12, paragraph3, deletelast sentence:

Clarksburg is located on the 1-270 Corridor, which the General Plan
Refinement identifies as a mjor development area. The Refinement’s
intent is contained in the land use objective, “Direct the mjor portion

of Montgomery Comty ’s future growth to the Urban Ring and”the 1-270
Corridor. ” However, environmental resouce.a in Clarkabwg alsO require

protection. Both the General Plan Refinment thro~hout the Environment

Goal =d the 1992 Plaming Act uge protection of sensitive areas.
Addressing these two factora &s been a challenge throughout the plaming
process. The balance struck by the Clarkabug Plan is to propose a
transit-oriented ton scale of development largely east of 1-270. [More

than one-third of the Study Area is desiwated for mral and agricultural
land uses.1

.
Page 12, paragraph 6:

.

The Couty Cowcil Public Hearing on the Plmning Board (Final)
Draft Plan provid.d [will offer] the general public an opportmity to

express their concerns to the Co~cil. After the Public Hearing, a

series of Council worksessions ~ [will be] held and appropriate
revisions to the Plan ~ [will be] rode. [It is anticipated that the

Plan will be adopted by the Couty Cowcil by early 1994.1

Page 13, revise Figure 6 to reflect Comty Coucil action.

Page 16, paragraph 2:

The Concept Plan for Clarksburg, as shon in Figure 7, envisions a
transit-oriented Co=ity located in a natual setting. About [801 k

be rec~ t percent of all future development is channeled to the

Ton Center and a series of transit-oriented neighborhoods.
Approxi-tely [two-thirds] ~ of the Study Area is desiwated as
agricultural and rural open apace.

Page 16, after paragraph 3:

1968 1989 [Planning Board]

Clarksburg Ge~nton [Draft] M Clarkabtig
Master Plan ~ster Plan Nsster Plan

Population 41,900 92,000 [44,000] U

Page 16, add new bullet to bottom of page:

● s the rde of 1-270 as a ~er but ~
tv of ~t~ that is cdsten t with ~

e of deve~

Page 17, revise Figure 7 to reflect Couty Comcil changes
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[Clustering 80 percent of proposed develop~nt in one-third of the land
area ia the mst si~ificant response to protecting Clarksburg’s
environmental features . Within the developed portion of the Study Area,
this Plan proposes environmentally related guidelines for roads,
stomater m~gement, md noise as a means to protect featwes. J

ts bevond the curren t envirom ental s are
-Ial to address de veloument irnDaCts on the h~ 1ity envirome nt of
Clarksbure. ~is Plan Protects the most sensitive environmental
resources bv apolv inz add itioial water Qualitv review and monitoring

Page

t

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

18.,

0

24,

0

25,

26,

0

27,

30,

after bullet 5:

~s deve~e nt in the
..vw

most sensltl tershed (Ten Mile
Creek) occur onlv after the imDlementation and evalmtinn of the
water @itv review orocess has leted.

after bullet 5:

s as ,, . ,,to ha

uesewe th~

revise Figure 11 to reflect

after bullet 7:

Comty Coucil changes

tiates
. .

an ble from 1-270 for hieh-tec~lonen t

~

revise Figure 12 to reflect Couty Comcil changes

paragraph 1:



Resolution Nu. 12-1632

Page 30, paragraph 2:

The proximity of Clarksburg to 1-270 has resulted in the location of
two sigoif it-t emplopent c~p=es in the area: Comsat and Gateway
270. These two areas, both zoned for office and light industrial uses,
could ult~tely generate more than 20,000 jobs. [The mout of land
presently zoned or planned in the Comty for office ~es will address
projected ~lovent needs for at least 40 years. For this reason, this
Pl~ pmposea additional office/R~ related ~lo~nt wes in Clarksbug
be ltiited to the portion of the 1-270 Corridor at the southern end of
the Study Area where Comsat ad Gateway 270 are located.1 @uzh tb

tWo cmDw are likelv to meet emo~ for vear to come. thti

Plan r~zen the lone tem imnortace of 1-270 aS a hid -tech-
r, For this r~. the P~ on both S~

1-270 for ~en t sites. In au ‘tion to b~ 1-270.v’ .
and are U

to allow comr~ velv d~loment cente~

Page 30, before bullet 1:
I

0 Con tinues the role of 1-270 as a hieh tec~v cpnte r but OrODOs~

a scale and intensitv of emDlOwen t use that is consistent with a
ton scale of develoum ent.

Page 31, revise Figure 14 to reflect County Council changes:
‘a

Page 32, bullet 1:

0 Proposes that 12,100] W acres in Clarksbug be added to the
cC.&-Aty‘s AgZiCuiturai ReSe~e Area. This recommendation will help
create a transition from the 1-270 Corridor to productive
agricultural land in western Montgnme~ Comty. The presentation of
farmland will also contribute to the concept of Clarksburg as a tom
surrouded by rural open space.

,,

Page 32, bullet 2:
1
,,

,
0 Proposes that certain areas in the vicinity of Clarkaburg be removed

fmm the Agricultural Resene. Apprnxi~tely [380] m acres are

involved. The agricultural character of these areas, also shorn in
Figure 15, will be changed once the land use ad transportation
recommendations of this Plan are implemented.

Page 33, revise Figure 15 to reflect County Coucil changes.
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Page 34, revise as follows:

POLI~ 10: S~G~G

ms Pla rec~da that [2- @l-titieo policies io
Cl=tibwg shdd be ms~im to fisd c-ce~. ] de=lo~ t be

to a~ =d to be P ~y
=d ~tim ~cti~s.

me cod-state hod Use Plan will require a substantial smowt of
capital facilities. The Mootgomag Comty Office of Plaooiog
Implementationhas pointed to the need for additional revenue sources to
fud these facilities.

Other Planninz conce~s which unclerscore the need for oDenine develo

~ 10 accord with
Preent

est~ed st~

A. ~waee treatmen t and convevaoc e SYSternc~ “t t.

B. Plan obiectives tO foster earlV develoohent of the Ton Center and
he east side of 1-270 in zener~

c. ~tal co~

Ws Elm. .

0

0

0

[0

[0

0

. . .~les to he~ zrowth in c~

.“four ~ (see - 16) and s~
pvents which must occur orior tO develOument of eac g=h sta .

.V t w t“~

Proposes that rezoning of properties in Clarksbug to higher density
occur only when new revenue ❑echanisms are in place or tiinent and
public fuds are available for the public share of capital facility
costs. ]

Includes two zoning implementation options which address different
fiscal scenarios. ]

titlioes how the houl Growth Policy (AGP) aod the Comureheosive
Water Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan can be supportiv~ of zoning
strategies.

[me properties affected by this recomeodatioo are she-- io .Figwe 16.]

Page 35, revise Figure 16 to reflect Comty Coucil chaoges.
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m

Page

Page

Page

USE Pm

37, paragraph 1, third sentence:

The area West of Ten Mile Creek [Area] is proposed for rural and
agricultural uses.

38, Figwe 17 to b~ revise tO reflect CO~tY CO~cil changes.

39, Table 2, revise aa follows :

Table 2

~~ EOUS~ = BY ~IC =

Mul ti-Fmily Attached
.——

Tom Center District =45% 30-50%
Transit Corridor District

Transitway Area 30-50% 40-60%
~ 355 Area 5-lo% 30-&o%

Newcut Road Neighborhood 10-20% 35-45%
Cabin Branch Neighborhood 1O-2OZ 35-45%?
Ten tie Creek East o% M

Total Study Area 15-25% 30-40%

w% ~ludes 5-10% Semi-Detached Units.

Detached
,---..—

10-20%

5-lo%
50-60%
45-55%
45-55%
~

bo-50%
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Page 40, Table 1! revise aS fOllows:I

I Table 1

BmplO~nt
helling and Retail

rea Acres Un~~s* (S.@re Feet)

Tom Center District m[5901 M[3,3901 770.00Q[227,000]
TransitCorridorDistrict 990 2,790 300.000-5.000.000

[5,600,0~]
[Transitwaykea h60 1,430 5,444,0001
[~ 355 Area 530 1,360 156,0001

Newcut Road Neighborhood 1,060 4,660 109,000

Csbin Branch Neighborhood 950 ~;;i:;ol 2.420.000[1,311,0001
Ridge Road Transition Area 900 26,000
Brink Road Transition Area 860 1,000 871,000
Hyattstow Special 8tudy Area ~[570]’ W[280] 155,000
Ten Mile Creek Area -[3,7501 N[480] 960.00 Q[160,000]

Totals 9,670*** ~*** 9.611.000 10.311.OOQ ***

[9,7001 [15,400] [8 >500 ,000;

* See the Technical Appendix for a description Of the ❑ethOdOlOgy ua.edtOI
calculate end-state development. End-state develoument is ased on zoned
~itv viw

** [s~~~~a corre~ti~~al Facility. ]~t v on the
~ertv from 2.3 ~

. .
co~ feet to 4.0 ~

. .

~e feet deD~ on whether Master Plan ~ia relatin~ to
t~ented development are met.

*** RO~ded .

Wte: ml ~rs h tie t= till he -ed h accobce rith MS tile.
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Page Ll,

Page &2,

Q

Page b2,

Figure 18, revise to reflect Couty Comcil changes.

add bullet after bullet 1:

orce tie cmceD t of 1–270 as a - ted -- t corridor by
al*D w 1-270 for ~lo~

me s an for UD to 470.00Q

~e feet in the Tom C~ct . The ~ site has tk

Q it is vis~om I _.

Q ti~~

-cord with the Plan intent to foster a mlx of uBes and tQ
prOmote an interrelated land use Datta~ tinwib

s the lolnt develoome nt of ~ and men t uses
nsed. This d to Omo te a u

~ted overall on enter cOw t and a better rela
~.

between this prover tv and Dortions of Tow Cen ert east of m 355.

This zonine ODtion (the WD Zone—see ~tex) would aDDly
to the

. .
al1 arre~ shorn in Iuure

1st paragraph after bullet 2:

in terns of resldatti Ues, the Plan ass~es an ultimte build-out of

aPPrOxi~tel Y [3,400] W units in the Ton Center. The recommended
guidelines in tema of mix of mits are as follows:

Multi-Family 25 to 45X
Attached 30 to 50%
Detached 10 to 20%

In the PD ati
es UD to 20% lf c~ are ac~ to a Dmrv dw-

-rv dwe1~ on a lot. however. the fd
~ this lncre~er of ml ts. t~

tratlon and 1- t
w~ Boardat the ~ of ProlectPti
~ val. Theseults W1llnot ~

ts. m. ~
w~ hethera text~t allow~

to Ch~ 25A ~
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Page 42, add at end Of Page:

The Tom Cen ert District boundarv bisects some DrODe rties: DOrtions of

ties within TOW Cen er aret recommended for dew “ties of 2-4

. .
s cluatered am the uort~a of the DrWertles out~ t

nter. then a densitv ts for the
. . .-.of ner u uort~

~~ Center would be auurtiate - tio al Of this tisltv
.W

v

uDOn a vr~ ed develoomnt
. . .~l~tv with we

and -s itv of n~ uses ctive~

~dxn= comDat&il itv with the histti district<

Page 43, revise Figure 19 to reflect Couty Comcil changes.

Page 44, paragraph 1, 1st sentence:

In terns of [office and retail uses] sOmerc~, up to [190,000 to

225,000] ~ square feet are prOpOsed.

Page Lk, bullet 2:

. A -i~ squre footage of the retail center is proposed (up to

approximately [120,0001 fi0.00Q square feet).

Page 48, add new paragraph after “* The open space element in the triangle
formed . . .“:

Page

Page

Page

tion. desi~ and size of ~ltv sen~a and c~ .t
. .

*ties should reflect the more concen trated devekument vattern

uOsed for the Tom Center. Fac1
.I.t.

s tiuld be Dlanned in this

Wn text and be la dn intensive and D~ t’
. .~ vat* deve ~ uses.

48, bullet 1, paragraph 1, 3rd sentence:

This Plan recomends that a high degree of public interaction be provided
in the Tom Center, in close proximity to the retail center, to encourage
a post office, library, [senior citizens’ center, 1 and comity center.
At the

t.
e of develODment. Plan- afft will &tifv the Smenltv
er the ~ zo e.n Ac ivic use Wv be an aDurOur iate men ity

& this ~

48, bullet 2, paragraph 2:

A t-it stop is proposed in the Tom Center west of the historic
district on Redgrave Place and A-19. Clarksburg Elementary School is
located here. ~ t[T]his Plan endorses the ~ future
replacement of this school at another location, the cont~ t’
d the atil is a~ ted for mnv -s to ~

L9, reviseFigure 21 to reflect Cowty Coucil changes.
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Page S2, add as last sentence to second paragraph, mder first bullet:

me width of the ereenwav should be the mini- width needed tQ

Pro vide a trail Svs tern. but should not be anv wider than necessarv u

Page 53, revise Figure 22 ‘to reflect CO~ty CO~cil Ch=ges.

Page 54, insert the following at the location of ballet 3 -d mve bullet 3 to
precede the laat paragraph on the page:.

Q t“ th~m I 270t -.

Page S&, paragraph 4:

The Plan assmes a -imm build-out poten~ia~ of .[5.!]i..mi.llion sqmre. -.
— — - feet-of-qlo~t ‘in‘thfs ~i=tri-rt=”‘~= large -mt of mplo~ent

sqmre footage reflects tbe [mim] buildout of two office parks
already partially built and occupied: Gateway 270 and Comsat. This Plan

assmes continued buildout of these properties as mjor emplo~ent
centers. ~is Plan caDs deve1opment on the ma t site at 2.3 . .

mlti

-re feet of d~en t with the 00 tion of lncr~
.“

~

~e ee t if the deve~ 1s trans it-ori~
The Plan does recomend a relatively SW1l portion of the Comsat property
be changed from emplopenc to residential uses. This portion of the
Comsat site is separated from the min cmpus by a strem valley. [The
nmber of employees which could be generated by 5.6 million sq~re feet
ranges from 15,000 to 22,000. ] For this reason, the transitway is
located as close as possible to these em?lo~e~t zre=s. ,A:. ml-n

~tes a -sit stou loca Lon on he Comsat Drooertv.t“ t

As diavti in the ~haD P.. a -~-andt _. de lot is a
uture DO= .bilitv in the vicinitv of the COmsat transit st09. This Plan

recomends a uark-and-ride 10t on the Cornsat
.“

Drovertv Onlv 1*
in cOOD~tion with Cornsat.

Page 54, last paragraph:

To introduce h-a into this si~ificant emplo~ent area, the Plan
desi~ates land adjoining the transit stops as residential. This

apprOach will result .in aPPrOxi~telY [1*5001 ~ dwelling wits in
close proximity to emploment. ~ t
Drive ltrans itwav are de- ted as residential center~. The Shamee hn?
~er v t.

s
sitv of 7-11 dwe~ts Der acre M

here ~d De e-tv (PD) be is r~
r the t~

~
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Page

Page

Fur her north.t a 41-acre varcel lS ~e ded forr n res tie ntial uses at
uits per acl-e. Al t houeh traversed bv Obser vati~

D“vt tw t’ t“~ as a transit stov “Qr is
. .

a m= of re~ and non al uses ~ed. For these
~tV re~~e”ded tO be ~

.“

~ the transfer of develooment ri~hts to helu mglernen t Com yt

63, add new bullet after bullet 4:

Q 1-270. o~
we av 270. ❑aklnz lt an =~w

. . .
t t

63, paragraph 4:

This Plan concludes that the opportunity to provide a
tranait-~ [seniceable] residential neighborhood @ to re-inf~
the 1-270 hirh-tech corrider cOnceDt are [is] the most important public
policy objectives. This Plan proDoses that the enviro~ental concerns be. .
addressed by mitigation strategies, discussed in the Environmental Plan
chapter, at time of development. This .Plan also proposes buffers along
the streams.

Page 63, text below the last bullet:

Residential - [2,2801W dwellingunits

tiployment - [900,000-1,200,000]@O .000- 2.300.OQQsqure feet

Retail [110,000]120.000aqwre feet.

Page 6L, reviseFigure26 to reflectComty Comcil changes.

Page 65, reviseFigue 27 to reflectCouty Coucil cbges.

Page 66, after 1st

Detached
Attached
Multi-f~ily

Page 66,

Q

and a new

paragraph:

45 - 55X
35 - 45% (tides 5-10% semi deta~.-

10-20%

bullet before the first bullet:

~

rt~m of 1-270aa a

es of this nts 1-270 m
v for a ~ v

nt center In rlose~mitv to a reti t~alnelch~
~tall and
-d-use alanned develoumen t Zone— ee
m chau er) fort the e lnt~ t
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The ~D Zone would allow more intensive office USPS on the northem

pOr tion of this site than would be allo ed wdew r the ~ base zone.

Althouzh the Sou them 00rtion of the area fronting 1-270 is

d for I-q this area would also be aDD~ te for

WD to allow the entire 175 acres to be Dlanned and d-d In a
~ ive f~

Plan ~ 1s that the e~ t uses be~

=rt of the Ov
be est~l. e~ t

retail. faclll v uses.
. .

and Dubllc t To e~ this.
. .

tiv~- 1Ont in of how ~lans will

da te to the mas ter Plan-a ave

Page 67, bullet 2 ad the paragraph below it:
—.

0“ ““”P-ad< “i &~ble”-t&it”im– ii tie h /o~ space c~cter
[rest of m 1211south of Vest Old M1t+re Road to-d tivd6.

[This neighborhood adjoins the Ten Mile Creek Area which is prnposed
as agricultural and rural-open space. ~ 121 separates the two

areas. This Plan recomends that development in the Cabin Branch
Neighborhood be set back from ~ 121 or, alternatively, that
single-f-ily detached homes front ~ 121 to establish a character
compatible with low-density development west Of ~ 121. This ‘lan
also recomends that, to the -i- extent possible, attached and
mlti-fmily uses be clustered away from the intersection of ~ 121
and West Old Baltimore Road towards the neighborhood center, school,
and parks 1

South of West Old Bal tlmore Rod. the kev Dl~K ve alon

m 121 1s to ml ntazn the urese~ t charac ter so a strong

transl tlo n IS orovzded be tween the ~h and Ten Mile Creek

and the tv of Bovds . For U
=son. a 10 w dens Itv re~ use oattm 1 dw~ t

Qer 1 acre) 1s recomen~

Just south of Wea t Old Balt~ a 165-acre fam (the Red

Fare). To urtber the ulan obJec I es r-ltv ne 0oen u
-e~a tlon alone m 121. this Plan recomends dew v bet Clus tered

awav rom ~ 121 As with the C~h Nelehborhood nor th of

Yes t Old Baltlmore Roads. the use of TDR’s 1s recome nded to arhlev?

r densItv. The f~ Master P~rres W1ll be

xeviewed at time of subdlVIS 10L

Q not e~

m ofQ 85 D~ t
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Q The view from Rt. 121 should remain 0Den and mobs trueted.
Housing should be Clustered awav from Rt. 121 and loca edt in
the ares shon on the land use Dlan so that it does not
&truc t the vista from Rt. 121.

Q Datte.~ the resl~tlal Clus t=

-d be ~ nOt sub~ .V .
. .

ts .

not ur-e use as a and related
yv:yld

Q n of the d be d~ica ed as a sDe~t

park once both subdivision has occurred and famine owera tions

ave ceeaed on the onen ~

Page 68, delete last bullet: .

[0 Include emplo~ent us~s as part of the mixed-use neighborhood
concept.

This Plan recomends emplowent use on approximately 70 to 90 acres
located west of 1-270 and south of ~ 121. This area is located
close to a future 1-270 interchange and will be si~ificantly
inspected by future noise levels from 1-270. This emplonent area
ia located at the edge of the Cabin Branch Neighborhood and near
areas proposed for low+ensity residential south of West Old
Baltimore Road. The location, usaing and landscaping of buildings
in the emplo~ent area should provide an appropriate transition to
less dense ues south of West Old Baltimore Road. ]

Page 69, sentences 1 & 2 of paragraph mder last bullet:

Easttof Ridge Ro;d! [a 91-acre farm foma] tw ““~~ talli
‘.,

a transition between
half-acre, suburban residential development to the north in Damscus
and highly productive famland to the south in the Goshen-Woodfield

,.
i.>

area. Although the [91-acre farm is] part of the
Clarksburg tiater Plan and [is]- curently zoned for half-acre
residential, the D~acus ~ster Plan includes the recommendation ~~
that this area be re-exmined in relation to agricultural
presentation goals as part of the Clarksburg Master Plan process.

page 70, paragraph 2:

This Plan recomends [land south of the proposed greenway be
included in the Agricultural Resene] ~~ to
reinforcethe agriculturalcharacterenvisionedfor the
Goahen/WoodfieldArea.

nt at ld we~ Der 5
d 1s re~

for 1 unit Der acre tn allow the tvDeof deve~oment Dattem alrti
v de~iemted to R-

u.
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71, revise Figure 28 tO reflect CO~ty CO~cil changes.

73, bullet 2, paragraph 2:

[Sincethe proposedtranaitwaytraveraeathisproperty,thePlan includes
an optionfor a higherdensityretied-me zone. In the near tem,

however, low density uses are moat appropriate to reflect the capacity of
West Old Balttire Road. 1

page 7L, last bullet:

0 kai~te =3 = - appropriate edge to & ~id tud Rese=e
_ at of tidgeR-d.

Eaat of RidgeRoad, the erOPOSedM-83 aliment fO~S the edge‘f a
130-acrearea presentlyzonedfor agriculture.~is Plan recomends
..a.ctige-in.land-use--for-that–parcel—beca~em~~ ~“-OnCebuilt~ W~ll- ‘-
separateth acreagefrom tbe largerAgriculturalResene area. me
Plan proposesa changeto [1OWdensityresidential]@ landuse
thatal10WS low-densitv resititial usesas well as
However,as noted in the ImplementationStrategieschapter,rezoning
from the present agricultural zOfle~ should not

occur until the location and desi~ of M-83 ia waler way.

[Residential development at 2 dwelling wits per acre (~R-2) would
be appropriate here jn accord with the following developmefit
guidelines:

1. Sewer and water service infrastructure should be provided at no
public cost.

2. Development mst be responsive to the Plan’s desi~ation of
this area as environmentally sensitive. 1

Page 75, revise Figure 29 to reflect Comty Comcil changes.

Page 77, sub-bullet 2, add after second paragraph:

Two ~rODer
t.

s in this area are Dart~ for comercial use. One

of these Drouer ties is a cemeterv and the ~t DrODertv to tbe nortb

ti ude veloued. ~is Plan recomends removal of comercial ~

the c-me terv vrooer tY. me the

~tion for the entire 1.7-acre adlac~nt DrODertv loca ed at t t~

k Coun tv tie. ~is urouer tv is laed in the Evattstom
. . .~t and fu .re de e-t v t will be bv the E1stOu

. .
reviewed

., . .~tv’s Pr~

ce. Anv new com~rtv v mat be of a
~ter. size. and scale that ia thewith

v Comtv .



Zls
Resolution No. 12-1632 —

Page 7?, third sub-bullet:

0 Support for the provision of [public]comu nity sewer and water

seflice in ~ Hyattston Historic District.

The provision of [public]~ “t sewer semice to Eyattstom is
essential if the tom is to smive. This Plan ‘stronglyendorses the
provision of semice in a ttiely mnner.

Page 78, revise Fi~e 30 to ‘reflectComty Coucil ctiges.

Page 79, revise Figure 31 to reflect Couty Coucil changes.

Page 80, bullet 1, last paragr~ph:

The density recommended fJr the transition area ia one mit per [five]
w acres [, to reinforce the wal chsracter of the area]. = in ent of
t. tm. t.n~y

fle~bll
.,

Qmers some itv

soils. It is antiriDate;nt;~~O~OS~Dl~c’~~!j~”L~~tL

preclude an overall densitv 1 dwelling mit 2 acres. This Plan

$Oes not SUDDOr t extension of uublic water and sewer unless the Com tv
to sewer Hva ttstnw.

Page 80, last bullet, paragraph 1 and 2:

As previously noted, the provision of comity [water and] sewer service

is essential to the future of Eyattstom. The COU ty Department of
Environmental Protection [is conducting] t~ [studies] B st.~
to detemine how to provide this semice. Serving Hyattston alone[,
where there are only 50-60 hOme~, may be extremely costly and my affect
whether Hyattston can be sened from a fiscal perspective.] ‘~
~o~v .t The FY 1995-2000 CIP &
~ a urolect to resolve the Hvattston sewerace needs. Should
this uroiect not be -e nted due to fis~l or x~

. . .

constr “~[T]his Plan includes a higher density optinn for the
transition area to help provide a greater senice area, thereby offering
an incentive for greater developer participation in the provision of
sewer.

This higher density option (~ two mits per acre) would only be
suitable if Comty efforts ~ a so-n In the COuntv’s a-
m to sewer Eyattstohm in a timely mnner (within [five] m years of
adoption of the hster Plan) prove uauccessful and it can be shorn that

e to develoo the sewer- svstem necessarv for the _
tv now.
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Page 82, paragraph two under bullet 1:

Just north of the area zoned I-1, the Plan supports [a] the existing mix

of [special exception uaesl and residences. The

businesses located here are [already] non-confoming uses and have been
for -ny yeara. Rezoning this area to industrial or comercial would

change the cbracter from rural residential to strip co-rcial and
indutrial. At the a= time, properties are affected by noise from
I-270—a sitmtion which will worsen aa traffic nlues along 1-270
increaae. uld tie ve the vistas of those
~ merv Cow tv alonz 1-270. me configuration of properties

(parcels are “sandwiched” between 1-270 and ~ 355) will mke it
impossible fo~ residential development to be clustered outside projected
severe noise contours. [me special exception review process will allow
consideration of the scale and character of non-residential uses and help
assure the existing character is ~intained. 1 me area recO=nded. ‘Or . – _.
this..policy ..ia-she- in -Figme 33 :– ~

—.—.
of a

new zone tO w it semices of a scale and ~ter which would”~

~moa tible in rural settines and would enco~e acrorovriate landsc-
and access. Such a zone would be aDDronrti_t~e ti t

~lan. If the new zone for this area 1s no t ~ved. this Plan

xecO~ends that this area be zoned Rura1 with ~pe~+al excevtions used to
Mintain as manv of the currentlv existine uses as Dosslble.

82, add a new bullet after the 1st bullet:

Q xec~d umoer tv *S t of 1-270 md nor h of C-t R-d be a~ t
~dtve Rese- e mea.

-. . ..-
S area 61 acres which were zoned lizht industrial (I-3)

m 1964. ~is Plan d the ODtlOn of cont* an 1~
~tion on this site in Mt of the followi~
~teristics:

Q wk of access to 1-270. this
. .

-1 1s 1~
v’~s to 1-270.

Q bc k of Dlanned sewer and water Seflice. ~is Plan u
rural and ~ Ues in the vicinitv of.W

cel— 0 uubllc r or water spmlce 1s envi~
given the elanned low densitv character of the area.

Q Lack of planned road and bridze tiprovements in area. ~

-Der tv is located on d. a o-d z-1~
~ fram the site would cross 1-270 on a -e whi~
. .
mlted carr~ “t

Ml of th~e fac mt mke this nertv ~e for the tvDe
~-tech~e emv~ v the 1-270

Me north and west.

Page 83, revise Figure 33 to reflect Couty Coucil changes.
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TEN

Page a5,

Page ab,

o
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first subtitle:

MILE CREEKAREA ( [3,750] m Acres)

revise Figwe 3b to reflect Comty Coucil changes.

the 1st bullet and its text up to the following page:

Rec~ a bd -e pttem aaat of T- file Creak fich [supports
the conthti- of the Trn Mle -k h w a si~i-t

~W aaaet. ] Mmcea ~~ cmce~. Cme
hooainz needs -d the -rtance of 1–270a a tie&tech ~lo~ t

[In terns of the area east of Ten Mile Creek, this Plan recomends a
rual residential land use pattern (one lot per five acres) .]
Because this area is separated from the larger agricultural reaene
by Ten Mile Creek, agricultural presentation is not the primry
objective. The key land use objective in this area is to [retain

densities low enough to protect Ten Mile Creek and to provide an]
provide housine and iob 0u90rtunities while mitiKatine water auality

tAmuac s in Ten Mile ~ek. An open space pattern extensive enough
to ~ protect the mny natural attributes of the larger watershed

as recomded bv this Plan.

A more detailed discussion of the environmental characteristics and
concerns in this area is included in the Environmental Plan
chapter. During the Master Plan process, the importance of
protecting these envimmental resowces waa weighed against
competing Couty needs, in particular, the long term Comty-wide
need for additional areas for single-faily detached housing-

~~e future of 1-270 as a s~n t emulo ~ . [If
developed at densities of 2 to 3 dwelling units per acre, the area
east of Ten Mile Creek could allow the development of over 1,000
mits. ]

This Plan recomtis ~ of environmental ~

~ [prese~atiOn as the primry land use objective for the
following reasons:

0 A]all the environmental studies done as part of this Mster
Plan process have identified Ten Mile Creek as a fragile atre~
due to its ~ low base flow- and highly
emdible strem banks. In this respect, Ten Mile Creek differs

from other strems in the Study Area and merits special
consideration.

[0 The headwaiters of Ten Mile Creek are located east of 1-270 in
the Tom Center District. me tister Pla objective to create
a Ton Center near the historic district and along the pmpoaed
transitway haa resultad in development being proposed near the
headwaiters. Thus, a portion of the Ten Mile Creek will be

affected by development east of 1-270. ]
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[West of
which is

1-270, the County
now planned for a
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oms a large parcel, a portiOn Of
detention center. This use will—. ---- ..

also drain to Ten Mile Creek. The cmlatlve ettect or Lnese

two fut~e development areas on Ten Mile Creek, if coupled with
additional residential development east of the creek, is of
aeriom conce~. The Ten Mile Creek is already uder stress.
Every additional acre of impemiousneas will affect the Creek’s
,capacity to asakilate. Altho~h without better ❑onitoring
data ad mdeling, it is difficult tO Predict at w~t POint
physical, chemical and biological thresholds for Ten Mile Creek
would be reached. This Plan concludes that additional
residential development east of Ten Mile Creek would certainly
degrade existing water qwlity and WY affect state standards
for Claas IV stre-s. 1

[For these reasons,the Plan_res0~?n?4 low denSitYreaideptialUses---- ‘-‘
– Zast ‘of–T=n“MiIe‘CrZek.]“

Page 88, add two new bulletsbefOre the 1st bullet:

Q ReC~d elO- t sitesalmz 1-270and incltiedevelo- t
~ia to helo ~

adti- —m Cone-a

Two emu~ t’ . .s uea : bo h front t I-27Q
a~ t in ximitv and hav t the -2

lnterc~

~ter of develovment at these verv lmDOrtantzivm
t’~ in the Ten W - .~b ~i1e P.roak.~. - --:- (--E Zri-<irurmentti

me follo wins Mines are In &ed.t to fos ter

nvirnnmen tallv sens itive site Dlans when these sites develoo:

Q ~~ 1 ha ve no more than LOO.000 saure fee t of flOQr
~

Q t of 15% ~v tn the ~tiretv of
as ite (this cove~l be c-ted over the enti
DDertv — ot iust the 00 r tion wtih is Z- for ~
see re (to be oreuared ) ).

Q~ t clua tered bu~
. .

to 1-270 to ~t . .
sen-lltv.

Q Both sites will reaulre lMDrOVed ar~ m 121 -
and relo~

(the ~sa). The ~

to
. . .

e

Q m-e mst 121 ~d ~
~9” to he lo a~~t

u-- a n~ce



Resolution No. 12-1632 219
—

This Plan recomends that aDDroximstelv 600 ac res be desima edt
RE-1/~ R with a base densitv of one Unit Der acre--the density

=comended bv the 1968 Clar sburz Mask ter Plan but never imolemented.

UD to 900 d ellw inu mits would be aooro~ “ te throu=h the Dwcw
s lf the ~winz enviro~enti -d

m be a~

Q ~~ t .V.’ _.

Its. e e of
tifOr~10 a-.ed the t to m-

-ected fu uret market emand. aster an iu

ssure this tvDe of dev~men 0ccurst in this ~

Q ace and consena tlon ~ alone Ten Mzle Creek’s
and t~m on t~ ter Plan should r~

tivel ODPd and -d be ~

Q -a tionto M-NCPPC will be reaulred for the oven sDace and

=ser vation areas alone Ten Mile Creek ‘s mains tern, At the
time of subdiv~on. M-NCPPC will deelde

.W
e her the ooen soace

do zn the tributaries will ~or dedicationalso be reaulred tQ
~rkland or will beco e homeom-r’s as-m ation common 1-

9 tie wv be a need for fu use s Udv ot t f oossibl e water

~olr sites and Ten Mile
. .

reek 1s
t. .

d as a cotential

-V site. ~~refore. this develoDm ent should be able to
~te a oosslble future r~olr within the oa~
shorn on the Master Pk

Page 88, 1st bullet and its text up to the following page:

Montgomery Couty ons a 300-acre site knon as Site 30 (see Figure
36). [A portion of the site will be the locatinn of the Seneca
Correctional Facility (SCF),a detention center for minimm to
medim security imtes. Since the SCF will only occupy a portion
of the property, other public uses could be accommodated on the
site. 1

~ use oattem for this
. . .

Q m Dor m oft the DrODertv 1-270 1s reco~
gffice or RkD uses. not to exceed 400.000 samre feet of flnor
~

Q lV omed ~ be ~ else ~
. .

w
tbe orooertv. A detention for mlnxmcenter

. . to medi~
_tv i~ the ~tv) i6

-nt~v 0~ Site 30. If the detention center is
w~ here. then an altit ive Dutic use of s-

tie and intensitv mav be ~
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This Plan recomends that the ultimte [hnd Use Plan for]
-On men t of Site 30 include the following elements:

12-1632

0

0

0

0

Q

— .-—
‘Q –

The greenway proposed along Ten Mile Creek.

Preaemation of the Moneysworth Fam historic site on the
property (adaptive re-uae of the building is encowaged).

A compatible trasition to smrouding ual and open space
ues.

No access to Shiloh Church because a si~ificant strem
crossing would be required.

n of Site 30 as ODen SD-
.—

.—— — —— ---- --—”—
t 15% for the etietv of

fite 30 (~nc Dublic and g ivate us

[In addition, this Plan recomenda that any public water and sewer
facilities constructed to serve this site have a semice envelope
ltiited to the public uses on the site. This approach would be
support ive of Ms ter Plan recommendations to retain a mral and open
space character on adjoining parcels and would help ❑inimize the

mout of strea valley affected by construction of sewer lines.
This recommendation for the area adjacent to 1-270 that could be
seined by gravity sewer to the Site 30 pmp station my have to be
reconsidered if Ton Center development (a portion of which also
drains to Ten Mile Creek e,.renth=ugh it is iocated east of 1-270)
requires access to these sewer lines to achieve &ster Plan staging
and land use objectives. 1

Because of the many environmental constraints on Site 30, its
location in a sensitive watershed, and the rural/agricultural
character of surrounding land usea, evaluting whether a particular
public facility is suitable at Site 30 -t occur as part of a well
defined planning process. Such a process ahnuld include citizen

participation and involve other gove-ntal review agenciea as
early in the process as possible. [This Plan endorses a process
which includes :

0 Appointment of a citizen advisov group as well as a technical
advisory group to evalmte proposed public uses.

0 Preparation of a draft plan for review and comnt by the
co-ity and presentation of the plan at a public meeting.

0 Early review of the draft plan by theMontgomry Comty
PlanningBoard fnr consistencywith the goalsand objectivesof
the Clarksburg&ster Plan.

o A Comty ~ecutive PublicHearingon the draftplan.]

Page 89, revise Figure 36 to reflect Comty Co~cil changes.
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Page 93, replace Figure 38 with attached revised Zoning Plan.

Page 94, add as laat sentence to 3rd paragraph Uder ’11. Implament ing
M&ed-Use Neighborhoods”:

in the PD deflaitv. the mv k
@ieved ~U orov~t

. .

Page 9&, insert as last paragraph uder “1. Implementing Mbed-Use
Neighborhoods”:

and enat 1s A–305 . k
as a resul t of d~

R studles me te for M-2 ShQ~d be bou~
4-305 ‘s f1~
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*

page 95, revise Table 3 as follows:

~imm
Potential

Recommended Development
ties Acres zone Rights

Ctiin Brach [4301~ ~-1/~R [l, ooo]~
Neighborhood ~ RE-1/mR-2+ ~

Newcut Road 670 R-200 /~R-3 670

~ 355 Corridor 175 R-200 /TDR-4 35.0

[Brifi Road [130] [W-2/TDR-2] [195]
fi=sit ion

Area ]

[TOtal 1 [1,4051 [2,2151

Tr=s it Corridor ~ R-200 /TOR-7 u

Ten Mile Creek East ~ RE-1/mR-2* u

~ ~ ~

. The omerslreuresentatives of these urouerties have rem ested
the ~R desi~a tion. The Master Pla establis hes densitv cans of
tis t~ the full d~nsltv allowed ~ the z~e On t-
pronerties.
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Page 95,

L

Page 96,

insert at bottom of Pa6e:

mletti the Viaim of

Resolution No. 12-1632

1-270 u a hizh-tecbrrlom mlrs~ t

Q W ~lan’s intent to kepn emu-t uses ed tows

rather than tiowine to suread over la=
es of land. i

Q that cont- the ~xi~ Dattem w -w

of (to be re~ted) (-s
~- as

-.
a ton -rather--thn-”~n t -,—. cents

(

~ mOs t s~icant area of new emu lo~nt 1s located in the w
Uo to 2.3 ~ feet of

Qffice-tvue uses could Occu r. This Plan recome rrdS this develOD- nt

occur as oart of a mixed-use conceu t to allo,dthe ODDortm itv fw
wine. w zoning will be the b~ for he northent

. .~n with an ~PD

QV tion over the entire ar ea to a~s w ive 01ann in~ of

these retieduse=-.

w s-e zoninz auorOac h is recomend-d alonz 1-270 in the Tow
.

enter to enc 0 ~nt develoomt e nt and tidential

uses near a future vrouOsed transit stOD<

Use Plan des~ tes sites Su* for I_3. the act~
~tion will be re~e of SNA.

revise Table 4 as follows:

Wim Density (Units Per
~ Acre)l~

. .
m’ t2

[RESID~IWl AGRIC~TUW ZONSS3

RDT Rual Density Transfer 1 Unit/25 Acres
RC Rural Cluster 1 Unit/5 Acres

Rwal R-al 1 Unit/5 Acres
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RESI mD IAL ZONES

t

RE-2 Single-Fsmily Detached 0.4/Acre

RE-1 Single-F~ily Detached I.O/Acre

R-200 Single-Fmily 2.O/Acre

R-150 Single-Fmily 2.9[Acre

R-90 Single-F-ily 3.61Acre

R-60 Single-Faily S.O/Acre

R-30 Multi-F~ily 14.51Acre

~-llTDR
R-2oo/TDR
[RE-21ultiR

Com RCIAL ZO~S

c-1 Local Convenience Retai:
c-2 General Comercial

C-Inn* Cowtry Inn

E~LO~ ZONES

I-1 Light Industrial
I-3* Industrial Park

The TDR density show on the
Zoning Plan can only be
achieved through the transfer of
development rights from the
Agricultural Reaene

30 Feet
3 Stories 142 Feet
2-1/2 Stories

10 Stories/120 Feet
100 Feet/O.5 FAR

I-4 Low-Intensity, Light Industrial 62 Feet

PHED DEVELOP~T AND MI~D-USE ZONG

PD* Planned Development Variable
pN* Planned Neighborhood Variable
~D* Mixed-Use Planned Development Variable
W-1* Residential - Mtied-Use Variable

Development, Comity Center
~_2* S-e aa above Variable

Note: * These zones generally involve more rigorous review
procedures by the Planning Board andlor Couty Council.

Page 98, revise Table 5 to reflect Comty Coucil changes.

Page 101,paragraph2, sentence2:

Moat partsof the transportationsystemsene both of these
fmctiona. Generally, freeways (1-270), @ jor highways [(M-83 and
~ 27),1 and the transitwayare intendedto sene the mvemant of longer .
distancethroughtrafficwhilelocalneighborhoodstreetsand
neighborhoodbus loops, bikeways, and walkways tend to only provide
access to the residential and business areas through which they pass .
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Page 102,

0

Page 103,

[0

Page 103,

—

Page 104,

0

Page 105,

Resolution No. 12-1632
;

bullet 8:

Identify a strategy in the Clarksburg Ton Center and Hyattston
Historic District to route regional through traffic away from these
sensitive areas and onto [mjor highways] 1-270. arterial roadw=

and the transi tway.

bullet 6:

Identify criteria for potential sites for heliports, which should be
evaluted as part of a region-wide heliport study. 1

last paragraph:

s the locatin of t [T]he transitway [could be
cop tgiged 1.wi.!hin_the.en.tire..leng.thof the A-19-(Obsenation Drive-)”““ —
;ight+f-way from Ge-nton to ~ 355 IB-1 ). north of tk

Clar &r= Ek istoric District. [Alternates that would separate the
transitway from the A-19 roadw’ayaligment between West Old
Baltimore Road and Foremn Boulevard are included for purposes of
the Public Hearing. ] From the intersection of A-19 and MD 355 the

transitway joins ~ 355, crosses [M-83,1 ~ and continues along
~ 355 to its intersection with Corns Road. North of Cows Road,
the transitway ’s rec~mended location ia within the 1-270
right-of-way. [Due to the presence of Wildcat Branch in the median,
more than 500 feet of right-of-way my be required to accommodate
transit and highway improvements. 1 The mode of transit (light rail
or bus, for e=ple) will be determined by ❑ore detailed preliminary
de~igx and fea~ibi~ity studie. to be conducted by the MOntgOmery

County Department of Transportation (MCDOT).

If the ar tment of T~OT) or MCDOT
~s a revised ~nt for the ~t wav or A-19 thro@

this Plan Board and -
consider such an a-ent. hV such rev-n which Is

WrO ved bv a vote of the Mm v CO~hout w t need
or -other Master Plan ~. Ut onlv after the cQ~

vro vlde an 00D0ru tv for ~ e D.Wv
~. but not 1Lmlted to. a v~ bv the cod

Table 6, mder Auto/Highway COIW, bullet 1:

hphasize 1-270 [and M-831 for regiOnal thrOugh triPs

paragraph 1, 1st sentence:

..way’s recommended location is within tbe 1-270 right-of-way. [he to
the presence of Wildcat Branch in the udia, wre than 500 feet of
right-of-way my be required to acco-date tranait and highway
tiprovemnts. 1
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Page
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10S, paragraph 2:

The recommended aligment[s are] G subject to’further feasibility and
engineering studies to detemine [their] W e=ct locations],
cross-sect io.n[s] md mode[s] of operation. All options “for use of
[these] M ali~ent [a] should be considered in the cOurse Of the MCDOT
desip study,includinggradeseparatedand at-gradelocations. [All]w
ali~ents shouldbe consideredfor integrationwith surroundingland use
whereappropriate.Thesestudiesshouldalso detemine a feasible
fwding schedulefor constrictionof [these]~ transitway[s1 and the
expected aouces. of fuding.

105, bullet 1, last sentence:

Initially, senice to the Boyds
followed by longer distance bu

105, last paragraph:

Park-and-Ride lots will perform

MC station is recommended, to be
connections along 1-270 and [M-831=.

an important fuction early in the
development of Clarksburg in terms of establishing transit pat tens.

Park-and-Ride lots should be located [as interim uses] near future

transit stops. This strategy will help establish centers of transit

service which will ultimtely evolve into transit stations. ~
recomw the reservation of land to allow for a total of no more th~ri

S00 Dar k-and-ride =ces to be distributed ~ the three fu uret tr~ t
stODS ocated within the SW hea. As - In t~ Use Pb
tinter. a Dark-and-tide 10t should be 10- on COmsat onlv if

ated with the vronertv omer.

106, paragraph 1:

The Plan cDncept for streets and highways is shon in Figure 11.
I-270 and [M-83] ~ will provide north-south access and are intended

to accommodate large volmes of traffic. These two roads will be linked
by a series of east-west roadways ([Foreman Boulevard] Strinzton Road ,
Newcut Road ~, and Clarksburg Road).

106, paragraph 4, 1st sentence:

The Study Area roadway network is recommended to consist of freeway,
major highway, arterial rDadWay, ~ t and primry

residential street classifications.
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Page 106, last paragraph:

[The Plan recomends that 1-270 be widened to no more than 10 travel
lanea through the Study Area. This would include 6 general use Min line
travel lanes coupled with a 2-lane collector- distributor (C-D) road
paralleling the ~inline on each side within a 500-foot right+ f-way.
This desi~ would also accommodate the Corridor Cities Transit Easement
(ccm) studywithinthe 1-270right-f-way fromaOrthOf.COW ROad tO
the Montgomery Comt y/Frederick Comt y 1ine, and thu ]~
~s .w v within a
350-fOOt rluh t-of -wav. between m 121 and the Studv Area

Warv. Between m 121 and the Fre~tv 1ine this k

itwav). m
~ t-0f-Wav reco~ t. wodd not of D r~. .

-. -~ ‘-the enve hDe 0-f~1 int;r~ bv this Plan.
will provide for a balanced transportation facility which

offers both automobile and transit as viable travel options. Additional
transit or HOV facilities .on 1-270 my be considered south of Corns
Road. [The proposed 500-foot right-of-way could allow for the
construction of up to 12 lanes on 1-270, including 8 winline general use
travel lanes, in conjmction with the C-D roads and transitway described
above. However, tl~e Plan recowizes that the addition of travel lane
1-270 capacity beyond [10]Zhe recommended n~ber of travel lanes my
seriously wdercut transit dewnd between Frederick Comty and Montgomery
Comty . Further, such a desi~ my not ❑eet auto emissions attaiment
standards mandated by the Clean Air Act of 1990 and thus my not q~lify
for federal project funding.

Page 107, revise Figure 39 to reflect Comty Coucil changes.

Page 108, Table 7, revise as on the following pages:
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hster Nmber of Travel Lanes’
Plan Minimw
Roadway M~im
hima tion Nme Limits Recome nded

Rifh~-~~i~y

—

F-1 Washington Southern Study Area 8 lanea [PIUS [500’1
NationalPike Bomdary to ~ 121 Collector~Dis- ti
(1-270) tributorroads]

~ 121 to [Couty Line] 6 lanes [plus [500’1
Corns M Collector-Dis- m

tributor roads]

Comus Road to cow tv Line 6 lanes E:-
ha 100’

Yaior Riuhw~

M-6 Frederick Road Newcut Road [Relocated] 4 Divided 120’
(m 3ss) Extended to Southern

Study Area Bondary
-— —— ____ — ——— —— ________

M-27 Ridge Road Skylark Road to M-83 4 Divided 120’
(ND 27)

M-83 to Brink Road 6 Pividd 1s0 ‘
_____________________ ——_

M-83

—________

Midcouty Brink Road to [1-270] [4-]6 ~

Highway u

1s0’

______________________________________________________________________

~

A-5
..,:

Hyattstom ND 3S5 to County Line 2 80’
Bypass (~ 109)

——_____________

A-? West Old ~ 3SS to [A-307] ~ 2 80’
Baltimore Road

-—-——-————_ ——_— _______

A-n Ridge Road [Kings Valley Road]

(~ 27)
2 80‘

Nor hem S udv Areat

& to Skylark Road
——_ -————-

A-19
—-—-—

Obsemation Southern Study Area 4 Divided [180‘l~5Q
Drive Bo-dary to ~ 355 with Transitway

~
~-
d

A-27 Clarksburg ~ 117 ~in Bovds) to A-302 2 80‘
Road (~ 121)

A-302 to A-304 k Divid~ u-

A-304 to 1-270 [(1-270 [4]~ Divided [120’1
to A-19 to be abandoned w
when A-260is constmcted)]



..
Keso LucLv,, . . . . -- .. J-

bster Nmber of Travel hnesl

Plan Minim

Roadway ~im Right- f-way
I_Des iznation Nme Limits Recommended “idth 112

A-[19]@ to Northern 2 801
Study kea Boudary

A-36 Brink Road m 355 to M-83 4~ 100‘

A-251 Frederick Newcut Road [Relocated] ~~ 120’
Road (m 355) Wtend.d to [Smcrest

Avenue]&

[S&crest Avenue to A-19 4 80’]

A-19 to [M-831W 4 Divided [i80‘1 — —— —— —— — ——.—— — with traniitway- u– –— —.

[M-83]- to co~s ROad 2 with transitway 130’

ComusRoad to Byattston 2 80‘
Bypass

-—-—- -—--—
A-258 SlidellRoad N~rthem.to Southern 2 80‘

StudyArea Boundary
_____________-----—---—------—-——---—---——---— -—-—-- ——--— -— -----
A-259 Comus Road ~ 355 to WesternStudy 2 80‘ 1

Area Boundary
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
A-266 Strington 1-270to [M-831~ 4 Divided 120’

Road
-—-————— —----— ---—-—--—— -_ —-————-_
A-300 Gateway A-[19]~ to A-301 4 Divided [120’]U

Center[2]Drive 4
—

A-301 [Fore-n Boul- Gateway Center Drive to 4 Divided [100‘]U
evard] ~ [M-83] ~
*

—-—----—— —

A-302 Newcut Road b 121 to [M-831 w 4 Divided 120‘
htended I

A-305 to m 27 2 w
—

A-30k Proposed Road Newcut Road fitended
~ to [m 1211 [2]4 Divided [loo’]m
~

u~ ~ 27 to Strinc om Rdt 4 DivM w
~t

tom Road to 2 u“
Clarksb~



., -------- .. . .. . -- ----

Master Nmber of Travel Lanes 1
Plan Minim
Roadway M~iw Right- f-way
~tlon Nae Limits Recommended Wid ?~~ l12_

A-306 [Proposed Road] [A-304 to ~ 121] 2 80 ‘
to A-3~

m

A-307 Proposed Road Newcut Road htended 2 80’
~ to West Old
Balthore Road

~ Streets

[1-1 Whelan Lne ~ 121 to Site 30 Access 2 80’]
-— ———-— —-------

B-1 “Old Freder- Through Tom Center Area 2 50 ‘
ick” Road

NOTE: SEE TUT FOR DISCUSSION OF TSIS ROAD
____________________________________________________________________________

U Red~rave Place A-19 to Little Seneca 2 with no Dar king m
w

I
fistrict

_____________ -___-_:____________________________________________

Primrv Residential Streets

[P-1 Newcut Road M-83 to ~ 27 2 Divided 100 ‘]
&tended

-— —_ —--_ —------—------—--—-------—-— ——-—-——-——— -—----------------

P-2 Skylark Road Piedmont Road to ~ 27 2 70‘
—_—_--—_—__--—_-__——— —-————-—- ———-———— -——--------

P-3 ~ Shiloh Church West Old Baltimore Road 2 70 ‘
Road to Corns Road ,.,

-———————-____--—- —— ———— —-— —-—

P-5 Redgrave [A-251 to Stringtom Road] 2 [with parking 70‘

Place ~ outside historic

m district]

Rustic Roads

R-1 Old Hmdred m 355 to 1-270 NfA 80 ‘
Road (~ 109)

-————— —-—-———

[R-2 West Old New Road (A-307)/ NIA 80’1
Baltimre Road Clarkabug Road (~ 121)

R-3 Frederick Road Hyattsto- Bypaas tO NIA 80 ‘

(m 355) Co~ty Line
-—-——— ---—-——— ———-—-——— ——-—-—-—--—
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Master Nmber of Travel Lanesl

Plan Minim

Roadway M=imm Riyh~~~ff~y
~mation Nme Limits Recome nded —

R-4 Hawkes Road Ridge Road (~ 27)/ NIA 70 ‘
Pietint Road

R-5 pie~nt R0ad3 StringtO~ ROadl NIA 70’
Eawkea Road

—

R-6 Eyattstom Frederick Road (~ 355)/ NIA 60 ‘
Mil1 Road Park Boudary

R-7 StringtOm [M-83] W tO study NIA 80 ‘
Road Area Bomdary {

– .~_.~ – –. – -~e-s t- old- Bal-_ – “-Cl=FkEb”tizRoad”-(tin-121)/ ‘N;A ‘“ 80 ‘
timre Road Westen Study Area Boudav

___——_—-— ——— --—— ——-----— ——-—----———-——---—-
‘1

the nmber of vlanned through travel lanes for each segment. not
s for t~. deceka on. or otherti

-Oses

I
[1]2 fiia ❑inimm may be increased at time Of subdivision on the basis Of mOre

detailed engineering studies. 1

[2 Existing Gateway Center Drive to be relocated to connect with A-19 when
A-19 ia constructed. Connection with.Cla=ksb.ti=gRcad to .oeabandoned. 1

3 Reali~ent of Pietiont Road is recommended to allow appropriate distance
from the [M-83/]~StrinKtO~ ROad intersection.
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Page 111, paragraph 1, second to last sentence:

This Plan recomends the addition of [twO]U new interchange [a] in the
Study ties and recomends one interchange near Urbana in Frederick Couty.

Page 111, paragraph 4 and 1st bullet:

Figure 40 shows the new interchange to be deai~ed as a [partial]
u movement interchangeand located to:

0 Mintain the mink interchange spacing standard of one ❑ile from
w ~ 121 interch~.

~his Plan intends that this intercm will helu
.V

e access to
-t -.see sc~

Page 111, paragraph 5:

The design is conceptml and my change [during] u~ t more
desi~ studies.

Page 111, laat paragraph, second to last sentence:

Construction of this project is anticipated to [begin during 1993] k

cOmo leted bv 1997.

Page 112, Figure 40, Interchange Design Concepts to be revise to reflect
Couty Council changes.

Page 113, delete paragraphs 2 to 5:

[This Plan also endorses the relocation of ~elan bne directly

(I-1) adjacent~:,othewidenedright-of-wayof 1-270and the ~ 1,~1/I.-27O
interchange.~is roadwaywill provideaccess to Site 30 from~, 121.

1-270AT NIDCOm HIG~AY (M-832

This Plan recomends an 1-270 interchange with M-83 approximately
one-qmrter ❑ile south of Corns Road to seine the northern portiOn of the
Study Area. This interchange would further de-emphasize the use of ~

355 as a mjor through route by facilitating access to M-83. In
addition, this facility would reduce traffic pressure on the existing
interchange at ~ 121.
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A single loop is shorn on the west side (see Figure 40)
provides access between southboud 1-270 and the east side of
The eastern half of tbe interchange utilizes a single rmp to
access between the east side of the Study Area and northbomd
This desi~ and location is desi~ed to:

0 Mintiize tipacts on wetlmds and strem valleys .

0 -tiize the distance between tbe ~ 355/M43

12-1632

which
1-270.
provide
1-270.

.I
intersection. It should be noted that, a bridge my be
required at ~ 355 to separate the two roads if the ❑inti
spacing cannot be provided.

0 Provide for the required traffic movements at this Location.

For puposes of Public Eeariqg ,_t~is_P1.~.incl.udes..m.al.temati-ve- –
— —.— — —— — –to–M-83- ifit-ers-ettingwith 1-270 .“--This altemtive, included at the end

.— .— .— —— .—

of this chapter, would have M-83 intersect with ~ 355 rather than
1-270 and would involve changes to the character of M-83 as it
traverses Clarksburg. Public Hearing testimony on this issue is
welcome. 1

Page 114, subtitle:

MIDCO~TY HIGHWAY M-83/ (A-305)

Page 114, paragraph 3 and 4:

This Plan ‘recomends the extensicn Cf M-S3 as a [f”ur- eoj
six-lane divided limited access highway from Ger=nton to U

[1-270, north of ~ 121. ] It recom~s the ext~on of M~ nt
as a four lane div~ arteri~d Wav from R~ M-27 }

to Strinctow Road (A-260 ) within a 120 foot rizht-of-wav. It

that the road wav trans ition to a Z-1ane ar terial within a

100 foo t ri~h t-of-wav be tween A-260
(

and wi thin an

Bo foou t-of -wav bet ween
.

~

M-83- is desi~ed to:

Page 114, paragraph 4, 1st sentence: 4

This Plan recomends that w [this roadway] be constructed
within a 150-foot right+f-way with a desi~ which would allow for the

constmction of the outside lanes with a wide udim for futue
widening.

Page 114, paragraph 5:

[h altemtive option for M-83 is described at the end of this
chapter for purposes of Public Hearing. ] M-83 will be ~
-te its ~ct on B- and Its ~Ps.. .

at The d
fOr M-83 will be re of the n.x t uvda te to t~
~tom Mas ter Plan.



Page 115, bullet 2, paragraph 3:

[This Plan recomends a grade separation

A,,
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of the intersection of

~ 355 md M-83 (see Figwe 40). This- grade separated desi~ will:

0 Eliminate turning movements at this locatio”n,which My
conflict with traffic using the M-8311-270 interchange.

0 Encourage through traffic to utilize 1-270 and M–83 rather

thao m 355. ]

Page 116, paragraph 3:

= Plan recomends th- cons truc titi Obsenation Drive

htended (A-19) as a 4-lane divided arterial with a lso-foo t

w-f -w v. ~is ~ is an extremely important element of the
Clarksburg fiater Plan for several reasons:

Page 116, last paragraph:

The spacing between A-19 and 1-270 along Newcut Road is limited
to about 900 feet due to the location of the Comaat satellite
gro~datation and a branch of Little Seneca Creek. ~is my result in
inadequate weaving distance for [cars turning left onto northbound A–19
from northboud 1-270 via Newcut Road. If this is the case, then a
si~al my be required at the intersection of Newcut Road and the .1-270
rap. Other alternative actions include the construction of a ❑edian
to prohibit vehicles exiting northbomd 1-270 from tuning left onto
A-19, the prohibition of all left turns onto northbowd A-19, or
desi~ing Newcut Road as a bridge over A-19 , with no accesa from Newcut
Road to A-19. ]northbomd traffic exitinn 1-270 onto Newcut Road d

left onto A-19. Much of the t~ a
. .

movement
would be bound for the COmaa t Drover tv . If weaving ~e between
A-19 and 1-270 tionzrkewcut ~d is detemined to be inadeauate.

t t.v n n r t .n t
tt. w~

t t.v t’~ v“.
~s to the C~er tv wh~ . .

the safetv and
ent movement of t~ic alonz A-19.

Page 117, delete Figure 41.

Page 118, paragraphs 1 and 2:

[Other solutions
transitway from A-19.

to solvinE this umblem include seDaratinz the
This appr~ach would move A-19 furt~er eaa~

(appmxititely1,500feetfrom the futureNewcutRoad interchange).
The transitwaywouldcontinuethroughCouat. ~ia optionis ahOw in

,;

Figure 41.

Further study is required to detemine which aliment of A-19 is
moat appropriate. ]
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Page 118, paragraph ~:

Clarksburg Road (ND 121) traverses the Study Area in an east-west
direction. The land use pattern proposed along ~ 121 ranges from
wal and open space west of 1-270 to retail, higher density housing
between ~ 121 and 1-270. The character of”~ 121 will change as it

series different levels of development. West of 1-270, this P1-

reco-nda ttit ~ 121 be classified as ao arterial roadway (A-27, two
lanes) rather than a mjor highwaybetween~ 117 and [A-304]~[,
which is a new road parallelto 1-270locatedapproxtitelyone-half
mile to the west of I-270]. ~ -4’

s a four lane dividedarterti roadw- BetweenA-304and
1-270, this Plan recomends a ~[four]-lane dividedarterialroadway.
Currently,this sectionis classifiedas a ujor highway. [Thelow
densitylanduse patternrecommendedin thisplanwest of ~ 121 will
not requireadditionalroad Capacj:y...l_~_is_.Planr.ecomends.thatthe – -–--—

— — – parti=n–o”f~“-1~1‘thSt-ii ~it–hlyna one-halfmile Of I-270be relOcated
due to the reconfigurationof the I-270/~ 121 interchange.he to
this reconfiguration,the western section of Clarkshurg Road will
directly connect with the extension of Strin6tow Road, which is also
designated as an arterial road (A-260).

Page 118, paragraph 5:

The section of Clarksburg Road between 1-270 and A-19 is
recommended for [abandonment, except for local property access when the
interchange is reconf i~red. Although] ~en t and will oroviti

for a rl~ht-in. rieht-ou t intersec tion at A-26Q. Gateway .Center Drive

presently crosses the ali~ent Of Str~n~CC_. ~c=i ~tefided and

connects with Clarksburg Road. Ga tewav Center Dr ive (A-300 ) remans in

its ex~on. t’ but the t~
.“

❑ents at its
intersection with A-260 Relocated Clarksbu~) ~V need to be
,restricted bemse of its Orox imitv to tb~ 1-270 interchan~ [, this
section is also recommended for abando~ent When the interchange is
reconfigured. This is] me res~s ~V &

. . required to reduce
the negative traffic impacts of a full mveunt intersection located at
a substandard distance from the ~ 121/ I-270 interchange. [This Plan
recomends that road construction ❑onies be allocated towards the
extension of String ton Road rather than to improve the section of
Clarksburg Road between I-270 and A-19, which this Plan recomnds for
even tMl abandonment. ]

Page 119, add the following to the beginning of paragraph 1:

m plan reco-nds that StrinetOn Road be ~

4-lamm dxv~ rOad av bet
. .

w ween 1-270 ad A-305.

1
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If
\

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

119, subtitle and the text below:

[FORW BOULEVARD ]SHAWNEE LANE (A-301)

[This Plan recomends that Foremn Boulevard be constructed from
Gateway Center Drive to M+3 as a fou-lane arterial highway. This
roadway would provide an eaaential connection between the Sbnee Lene
transit station, emplo~ent areas along A-19, residential areas in the
Newcut Road Neighborhood, and other areaa aemed by M-83. As Fore-n

Bodward travels to the eaat it croeaes thro~h the Montgomry County
Public Schools t (MCPS) bw lot,Meyers& Son MovingCompanywarehoue,
and theMCPS Shamee bne schoolsite. Clearly,thisrelocationwill
not be necessaryutil both the transitwayand M-83 are constructed.

As Foremn Boulevard passes to ~ 355, it passes between the
neighborhoods on the east side of ~ 355 and travels through land
recommended for residential development. Either existing Sha-ee kne

or Foremn Boulevard will provide access to the recommended local park
adjacent to the Little Seneca Creek greenway.

Shon below are two options for Foremn Boulevard between ~ 355
and A-19. These options reflect recent infomtion which shows the
presence of extensive wetlands on the site. 1

~is Plan recomends a S awee hnethth be reconstructed as a
b-lane divided arterti roadwav between Gate av Cater Drw ive and m 355.

119, delete Figure 42.

120, subtitle:

GATEWAY C~ER DRIVE (A-30Q)

120, paragraph 1, last sentence:

This Plan recomends Gateway Center Drive to be classified as a
four-lane divided arterial roadway within a ~le so-to lzo-foot
right-of-way.

120, delete paragraphs 2 and 3:

[~is Plan recomends that Gateway Center Drive be reali~ed to
provide an entrance to Gateway 1-270 from Obaenation Drive (A-19)
rather than Strington Road (A-260) as sho~ on the Land Use Plan.
~is aliment should allow for the contin~tion of safe and efficient
traffic operations in the vicinity of the ~ 121 interchange.

Altho~b mre detailedtrafficand engineeringstudiesin the
futwe my allowsome typeof accessoff Stringtom Road ~tended (such
as right tum in and right tum out), the Plan should show the solution
which ~imizes safe and efficient traffic operation. This approach
will also ensure that the right+ f-way is not pre+mpted by development
in years to come.]
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Page 120, paragraph 4:

&isting Newcut Road is a two-lane road that connects Piedmont
Road to ~ 355. ~is Plan recomenda that Newcut Road be relocated

to the stream buffe r of Little S~ Creek and atended to
the eaat to connect with ~ 27 and to the west to cross 1-270 (with an
interchange) al.dconnect with ~ 121. (See discuaaion of Newcut Road

Interchange in this chapter. ) me Plm also recomehda [that the
relocated road, 1 Newcut Road ~tended be claasified as a fou-lme
divided arterial h“ighway between ~ 121 =d [M-831W and as a
[primry street ]two-lane aterti from [M-83]= to ~ 27.

Within the Newcut Road Neighborhood, the character Of Newcut Road _ _ _

._gt~.n~ed i.s_int.ended..to.be-conducive to -pedeatrim ‘crossings and” ‘“ ‘-— —..-
proviti access tO the residential and retail areas in the village.

Page 120, paragraph 6, 1st sentence:

me existing intersection of Newcut Road,with ~ 355 is
recommended for abandonment with property access provided from the
northeast by Newcut Road [Relocated ]~tended.

Page 120, add after paragraph 6:

me Newcu t Road ktend ed crossinz of LSC Occura in a hiehlv
sens itive area of wetlands. Careful sitine of this crossine is
“~ce~~~ry.. for the crossane to assure that the envirow ental imuacts d
need for DOtential

.t. t. ~
are mln~

Page 120, paragraph 7:

~is Plan recomends a ti[two]-lane arterial road parallel to
1-270 to sene the Cabin Branch Neighborhood. me location of this
road ia shon on the approximate location of the ridge line between
Cabin Branch and an wn-ed tributary of Little Seneca Creek. ~is
roadway seines as a botidary between [two residential areas with

(

different densities] eas within the Cti

-h Nei~Od. In uder to orovide Was to Site 30 and
I

ZlOnen t uses in the~itv of the northwest a~ t of the No
interchange . -s Plan re~de the resemation of a

U-fOOt righ t-of-wav to allow for the n of a f~
~d art~ wd av north of ~ W. Given that this ali-nt

croaaes through large parcels,this Plm recoxnds that the specific
ali~nt of the roadbe developed when these properties develop,
whether together or individually. ~is will allow the road to sene
the properties in the mst effective -ner. Modification of the road )

aliment ia not intended to imply or endorse a change in the actul
zoning bomdary. Specific reco-ndations as to the character and L

location of this road mat await fiml reco=ndation of the land we .
pattern.
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page 121, sfter “Redgrsve Place (P-5,“ paragrsph 2), insert after 1st sentence:

lm and construc tion of sidewalks alone Re@a ve Place should
the-tect tent DOSS~

Page 121, after paragraph 1:

the of F~n Bo~
h-306 ) as a two-lane arte ‘ w W.t .~ av 1 hln a 80-fo~ht+f-way
etween to A-305. This w-d av trav~ reco~

nt and will -vldP acce~s to the ~

m Dar adlacent to the L le S~reekk. itt Greenwav.

Page 121, Subtitle 1:

Page 121, after subtitle Redgrave Place (P-5):

Dis Pla n recomends that Ratira e Place be cl~dv
.

as a
~ess district str-e n a 70-~~t+ft withi -w v to tk
tributarv of Little Seneca Creek. North of that Doint. this Plan

~ends that the road be as a Dr

i

wav classified imarv residentia~
street ~

Page 121, paragraph 6, 1st sentence:

At the intersection of Redgrave Place with ~ 355 ~, both
roads should ❑aintain a two-lane cross-section without t-ing lanes
and include sidewalks on both aides of the (70-foot right-of-way)
street. :*,,

Page 122, after paragraph 3, delete th~ subtitle and the text below it:

[PUBLIC ESARING OPTION FOR mIDcow EIGwAr (M-83)

This Plan proposes that M-83 connect with 1-270 south of Corns
Road. For purposes of the Public Hearing, an alternative aliment has
been e~ined. ~is aliment, illustrated in Figure 43, assmes a

different’ character for M-83. First, M-83 would not intersect with
1-270 but would instead intersect with ~ 355 east of 1-270. Second,
M-83 would be classified as a two-lane arterial roadway (80-foot
right+ f-way) rather than a ossjor highway between ~ 355 and Clarksbwg
Road. Between Clarkabug Road and Ridge Road, M-83 would be classified

as a fow-lme arterial roadway (120-foot -right+ f-way).

Ao alternative to the arterial classification could be a two to
four-lane parkway desi~ation. This classification would preclude
trick traffic on the roadway and would be co~atible with the rolling
and scenic terrain through which the aliment would traverse.
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The transportation analysis indicates that acceptable levels of
senice within the vicinity of M-a3 and ~ 355 would be achieved
without the M-83/I-270 interchange. The following key points should be
noted regarding the roadway network assumptions and traffic patterns in
the vicinity of M-83 and ~ 355.

0 The two-lane recommendation for ~ 355 north of M-83 will sene
to constrain the -ut of traffic at the N3/~ 355
intersection, thm ltiiting adverse traffic conditionsat this
location.

0 Plan recommended improvements to 1-270 (10 travel lanes) and the
futue transitway are expected to be used by regional through
traffic that would othe~ise use these roads.

0 @_ing ..M_.p.eak..per.iods-the-predomimnt mvement’( app”roxfi-ttily-75““-”“-”-_—— — —.—-——— ——
percent) of peak direction (southbo~d) ~ 355 traffic is
esttited to be through the M-a31Md 355 intersection and wmld
distribute itself along roadways located south of this location.
The remining 25 percent of M peak direction ~ 355 traffic is
estimted to turn left onto M-a3. During PM peak periods this

basic traffic pattern should reverse.

0 ~ring PM peak periods peak-direction (northboud ) traffic would
be constrained by the two lane confirmation of ~ 355 north of
M–83 . However, the Plan recommended capacity improvements for
1-270 (10 travel lanes), coupled with the transitwaY extensiOn tO
Frederick City should compensate for the lack of capacity on this
section cf ~ 355 and also limit through traffic at the M-a3;~
355 intersection. In addition, the Plan recommended upgraded

interchange at ~ 121 and a new interchange at Newcut Road
titended (A-302) would facilitate 1-270 access. Estimtes of PM
peak hour future demnd can be accommodated at acceptable levels
of semice with this network configuration.

0 Traffic dewnd on M-83 eaat of the Tom Center cluing the M peak
hour will be created primrily by development located north and
east of Clarksburg along Clarkabug Road, Burnt Hill Road, and
Stringtom Road. This traffic will not me the M-a3/~ 355

intersection, or the section of M-83 between ~ 355 and
Clarksburg Road.

The Planning Board re~ins concerned about the transportation
network implication of terminating M-83 at ~ 355 rather than 1-270.
The Plmning Board is particularly concerned about -cceptable traffic
congestion levels along ~ 355 betwe~ Clarkabmg and Eyattstom if
M-83 does not continue to I-270.1

Page 123,deleteFigure43.
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Page 124, add to

The

the end of paragraph

legislation includes

list has been evaloated in the
tranavortationrecomendationa

2 after subtitle:

an ‘Interim List of Rustic Roada; this
context of the land use and
of this Plan. Table 9 and the

accomp-ying mp (see Figwe 46) amrize this Plan’s recommendations
regarding ma tic and exceptional mstic roada.
. .

n of the rustic and e~ ruatic
~t .

~
~n 1s ur~ In the Te~

Page 126, revise Fi~e 4L to reflect Comty Comcil

Page 127, Table 9, revise as follows:

Ws on the Interim List and Present Des~

ctigea.

7. West Old ~ 355 to [A-304] Rmove Desipation Needed for Network
Baltimore [(new road )IN
Road [Adjacent land ia
ficeptional [A-304 to ~ 121J [Rustic] recommendedfor rural
Rustic residentialor 2-4

~ 121-Barnesville ExceptionalRustic unitsper acre]
Road

Page 131, revise Figure 45 to reflect Table 7 aa mended.

Page 135, mend ‘“-VIW’ section as follows:

Clarkaburg is [blessedJ~ with mny special environmental
features, including a healthy strem [system]~, extensive tree
coverage, valuble habitats for .flora and faua, and a varied topography.
Little Seneca Lake, a man-male reservoir, is the focal point of [a]m
1,800-acre [park]~ Hill ~1 Par k.

v’wrh tt~
figure

[The land uae pattern for Clarksburg reco~izes and supports the
conclusions of all the Maater Plan envirountal studies that the weatem
portion of the Study Area in the Ten Mile Creek watershed has the greateat
conatrainta for development. &isting smpling data, aqutic biota
su~eys, and field obaenations indicate that Ten Mile Creek has good water
q=lity that supports a diverse environmental co~ity. “The combi~tion
of relatively healthy streams, existing wetlads, ai@if icant woodlanda,
and diverse land cover help provide val~ble habitats’. At the same time,
steep slopes and poor soils limit opportunities for development. ~is Ten
Mile Creek area ia the mat prone of the Study Area to envirowntal
degradation from development. The predominant land use pattern pmpoaed

for the Ten Mile Creek waterahed (agricultural and mral residential) ia
supportive of Ten Mile Creek’s special envimmental character. ]
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Envlro mental con~erns for the outlvlnz areas of Clarksbure. as well

as other ulannxnz concerns. have ‘resulted xn a 10w-d~nd use Patten

for Llttle Benne tt Creek (exceDt for a smal1 DOrtm SOLth of A-305 and

-ted w~thln Tom Cen ter) beds. These
wat~ are ered to be mos t sustile o ad wet tv deve~ t

decta. and a low densx vt land use 1s t~ t effectlve stratacv fu
~ rom

h wa
as a futuretid use nel~

The land use proposals elsewhere in the Study Area reflect a [more]
difficult balancing of co~unity development objectives with environmental.
presemation concerns. The Little Seneca Creek, [Cabin Branch]~ Ten u
~, [and Wildcat Branch,watersheds1 each have val~ble natural resomces
that can be_d<,s~up_te.d__by_~bani.zation....~e-Plan-intent-to foster compact,‘–- ‘--–— ——.—

““–~ransit- and pedeatrian+riented neighborhoods and to encouage the
creation of a Tom Center near the historic district means development will
occur in a large portion of the Little Seneca Creek watershed east of
1-270. In these areas, the Plan relies on wny mitigation strategies to
help protect key natural features, including:

0 Proposing a forested conservation area along all strems
(identified ‘in Master Plan environmental studies as a critical

component of mintair.ing water qwlity).

0 Proposing that all the key development areas be subject to more
rigorous development review procedures.

0 Proposing that the uin[ ]stems of all the strems be acquired by
the public (M-NCPPC ) aS Part Of a greenwaY netwOrk @ where

e the &s t and second uder tr~.

0 Proposing extraordinary mitigation for land uses which involve
extensive impemious surfaces near sensitive headwater areas.

Environmental studies for the~~ k

waterti has the ereatest cons traints for develoumerrt. kist~

*ta. aam tic biota Sumqs . and fi-ld tie~a tions ate that Ten Mile

Greek has eood water aul itv that suouorts a Lve~ v’
ivelv &thv s~

. .

ant woodlands. and diverse and cover elo vrovide

~~ble habitats. At the same time, steeD slooes and ooor SO1lS limit

for de ewnt.v of the LittJ@ Ten u

-k is the mOst UOne to envi~ from de ~v t.
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b discussed 1n the Land Use Plan chavter. many dlfferent Dubllc

POllCV oblectlves have influenced the land use Dattem In the Ten Ma
reek area. lncludlnz envlrom ental concpms. farmla d vresern Vatlon. the

=eatlOn of a Tom Center near the hlstorlc dlstrlct. =ln talnlnz fu uret
the Cow tv’s hou~ demand f=

Ten ~eek. de~
tw~ena ion. 111 mainta~ 6&% of the area as 10w

~ w

slve st~
t9 of de el~v t.

[In keeping with the 1992 Wryland Planning Act, growth has been
directed to an existing population center which allows the preservation of
large contiguous tracts of open space and fosters the use of mss transit.

Most importantly, this strategy allows development to be channeled
away from those areas with the moat fragile ecosystems (inclyding sensitive
Areas as defined by the Mryland Planning Act). However, even the areas
with relatively few environmental constraints my have pockets of steep
slopes and strem valleys which must be protected. This Plan recommends
clustering development away from these sensitive features and also pmpoaes
that some areas of development addreas stringent environmental objectives. ]

~ with the 199 2 Marv~ A ct. mos t of the
~wth for Clarksb.re has been d~rec ed to an -x~tlne oo..la~t
wh~ch allo s the

fosters th~ use

Dresefl&On of larse tracts of oven sDace d
s transz t This strateev allo ws deve ~ent to be

d awav f- Sensl e Areas as de- bvtlv the
&t This Plan ~ends Clust- develoome nt awav from these s~
fea Ures and also D oooaest

tv
r that some areas of develoome nt adtiess St

envlrome ntal
~

oblec tlves .

Page 136, paragraph 1, under subtitle “Watershed kalysis,, :

The Clarksburg Study Area lies ~ within two watersheds: Little
Seneca Creek and Little Bennett Creek (see Figure &6) .

The Hyattaton Special Study Area is the [only] ~ portion of
Clarksburg which falls within the Little Bennett Creek watershed. ~
~s of the Ten Mile Creek and Tow Center Analvsis Areas also
Little

bin to
Bennett Creek Stress in the Little Bennett Creek watershed east

of ~ 355 are designated by the Maryland Department of the Environment as
natural trout waters (Use III-P), demonstrating a capability for the growth
and propagation of natual trout populations and their associated food
organisms. This designation haa mre stringent dissolved o~gen, chlorina,
and temperate standarda than u other waters in the Study Area.

at the ea 1s also
aa Uae III-P.

Page 138, paragraph 1:

The Little Seneca Creek watershed ~ k includes three
sub-watersheds or sub-basins . In order of size, they are Little Seneca

-, Ten Mile” Creek, and Cabin Branch.
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page 138, bullet 1, paragraphs 1 & 2:

A water resources consultant was retained early in the planning prOcess tO
evaluate different land use scenarios. [Thel~a t ive
development levels Which [were e=ined exceeded]

e~
-oxl~ ted those [being

proposed by this Pl=]shom in this Plan.

me study concluded> [that] broadly speaking. with few excePtiOnas state
water quality s taodarda for dissolved ovgen -d t~erat~e PrOba~ly cOuld
be achieved. [The notable exceptions are strea se~nts in the vlclnity
of the Newcut Road Neighborhmd. 1

page 138, last paragraph:

[Strems in the 1 Little Seneca [bke watershed are]~ desimated as
suitable for recreational trout p.Oyu?a.t+gn_s .( P.u.t--.Eakek~.~ -Or- PeqiOdic– – - — -- —-
st ock~ng– a“nd aeasmnal- c= ~ch-~fig’)”by the ~~land Depart~nt Of the
EnvirO~ent (USe IV-P) [and have]m associated, standarda fOr temperature
and chlorine. Water temperature mst remin cool to keep this
desiWation.

ti DrOtection of aaw tti life. (See Strem Desi~ation Listing of
Montgomery Cowty Strems in the Technical Append~. ) M -p ~
Ucates tha t these strema, like Mnv In the Co- v.t U1ti~ln to

(In ~se.
,.

a source of the Dubllc raw water SUDD~V the POtomac River ).

page 139, paragraph 1:

A year long field smpling and laboratory assessment Of !aq~tic life --ill
be] ~ wcroln vertebra tes was completed in December.

Page 139, paragraph 1, second to last sentence:

me results confirm that the tributaries are f~~tiOning as healthy [Use
IV-P]C..1 Wat= stress.

Page l&l, change bullet 1:

0 [Protects] ~ the special qwlities of Ten Mile Creek Area.

[The.Land Use Plan designates the mjority of Ten Mile Creek Area for
rural open space and agricultural uses. This recomndation will help

protect a large enough geographic area to help preseme viable natural

comities. When the Ten Mile Creek Area is considered in

con j~ction with Little Bennstt Park and Black Hill Regional Park, the

opport~ity for providing enough habitat apace for a wide,variety of
ani=ls increases substantially. 1

A
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Abou t 64 uercent of the Ten Mile Creek wate~ed as ~ted for
nd vreservation or rural . .uses s recome dation auDDOr ts the

environmental ob iectives which emuhasize that low-~ensitv land uses

aoorooriate Best Manav.men t Practices B~s ) as the most

tiect ive straterv for maint- water ~tv, Elaewhere in the
the ti~~iect iv.~ mke env~ ntal

Tom ~

Ston walk- dls t~ are 10 ~lt 1s i~w

emu lone nt uses

Ues of I 20a 15 ue xousnecs caD and a soure footace

~
w

~ve er~ace bevond S-d strem buff~
reco~d for the area boe bv Ten ~eek and Rou et 122
where ~1 de elovmenv t 1s =oaed This exvaw zreen

=e. as show zn the Land Use Plan. Will become Dart of the
~ed stream buffer and should be affores tedlrefores ted by
the developers durzng the a~n urocess. lf not e~ller

W1lC Oar - dedlcak tlon wII1 be reauared for the Ten MLle
mainstem stream uffers and DWblV for buffers for the

tit and s- order trlbu ~t

uses on Site 30ae r Ilml edt to a size and In t~
. .

ar to the cow Yt lall
..w

~der Site 30 wi u

be subiect to the sa enviro~n tal re~remen s and cons ra st t int
as comua rable de velooment west of 1-270 in Ten Mile Cree k.

the em-en t 1Lmzts and lmoe miou~ caD ment-

Page 142, bullet 1:

0 Supports a “no net loss of wetlands” policy.

The Wster Plan recognizes tbe critical role of wetlanda by
recommending a “no net loss” objective and endorsing the preparation
of a Nontidal Wetlands [Management Plan (m) ]Functi~
_. MOntgOmery CO~ty planning Department staff and ataf f of tie
Nontidal Wetlands Division of the Wryland State Department of Natural
Resources, are working together to produce an [mlm for
Clarksburg. The [-IUA will identify the locations of existing
wetlandal,l W potential mitigation sites, ti aaaess the fmctions
and values of the wetlands [aaaeaa cumulative impacta due to
implementation of the Mster Plan, and outline a protection plan].
me [M]m will comprehensively consider potential *pact areaa

and possible alternatives throughout Clarkaburg prior to the piecemeal
regulatory proceaa with an emphaais on preaeming the highest qulity .
wetland resources.
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Page 1+2, bullet 2, paragraph 1, last sentence:

Water qulity monitoring may also be a requirement for certain

developmenta~ as sDeclM In the DrODaed Wa ert Otitv Review Pro-.

Page 142, bullet 2, paragraph 2:

me type of mend,ents needed to the [“guidelines for Environmental
-gement [“1 to tiplernent this recomendatinoare discussed in the
Implementation chapter.

Page 142, last sentence:

Headwaiters are [a] ~ principal. source of watercourses that can be defined
as first and second order stre-s.

-. —

—. – –Page- 1-43-,–first ‘frrllp-aragr=ph: - “- – “- – ““ ““‘-- -

[This Plan largely avoids the location of impemious surfaces within moat
of the sensitive headwater areas for Ten Mile Creek and Little Bennett
Creek. 1 Sensitive headwaiters [at the top of the waterahed are impacted]

are affec ted in Ten Mile Creek by the development of the west side of Tow
Center and [the Transit Corridor] between 1-270 and tbe Creek as well as a
$mll uortion of the ~r “t Area. Districts and] Mad watera in
Wildcat Branch are affected by M-83 [and the Brink Road Transition A=ea] .
These areas are included $-nthe [recommended] Special Protection Area (SPA!
designation (see Implementation Strategies chapter).

Page 145, paragraph 3:

[In general, sensitive areas within watersheds most susceptible to
development impacts are targeted for rural land uses to mintain low
imperiousness and good water qmlity without stressing the strems with
urbanization effects. This rural density approach and a related increase
in agricultural B~s will be adeqmte to prntect the sensitive water
resources in the ~jority of Ten Mile Creek. 1 Little Bennett Creek will
[also] be [adequately]~ protected because of the limited development
proposed by this Plan. Due to its ❑oderate land use density, most of the

Cabin Branch watershed is expected to mintain existing conditions with use

of fully forested strem buffers and appropriate atomater mnagement.

Page 145, paragraph 4, 1st sentence:

Resolution No. 12-1632

In those areas where ~ development is recommended

[(generally east Of I-270)1 tbe Plan [supports special development review
standards to protect] w~ PrOt~ t.

n u
Mfer the f~ sensitive areas from the effects of that development.
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Page 145, last paragraph:

Cu rrent w[W]ater usage in the Clarksburg area is predominantly supplied by
individwl wells. The aquifer that supplies the water has been designated
a Sole Source Aquifer by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. As part
of the Wster Plan -alysis, a modeling approach called “DMSTIC” was Med

$0 e ~ ohvs~~v w .t. . VariOua
parmetera such as soil type, slope, depth to the water table and
infiltration capabilities were assimed weighted factors to identify where
gromdwater pollution would most likely OCCU. The smslysia indicated tht
moat of the M sensitive locationa are within the floodplain/btifer
areas. The Plan ~ [recomends that] areas outside the strem btifer

[should be subject to] h the Special Protection kea[s guidelines].

Page 146, Table 11, langmge mder Key Protection Strategy for Ten Mile Creek:

The proposed rural and agricultural land Ue pattern is the key
protection strategy fir the area west of Ten me Creek. w~
~1 B~ usaze is m ticioated to kease. me east side of
h Mile Creek with substantial devekpment ootential will be
protected with a mitigation stratezv based on imoeviousness caos for
emDLOmen t areas. extensive forested buffers for the chief resld-ntia~

t t ‘ne that allows adv~s in envi ~
~

to be incorporated in Ten Mile Creek vrouertlfi

Page 150, paragraph 2:

[In Clarksburg, the area in the vicinity of 1-270 and the proposed M-83
interchange is of particular concern. Site desi~ techniques that =imize
setbacks, place noise tolerant land uses in the noise affected area, and
proper building orientation to mitigate noise, together with acoustical
treatments, shOuld be used in this area. ]

P~LIC FACILITI~

Page 151, insert after paragraph 2:

~ lfv ~1t’t’ lorations k
these fac

. .
~ based on curren t estimtes of fu uret fulx v needs.

. .
t ?

need for Dtic facilities will be re-eva 1mted at the time of develoo e
bv the rele van t aee ncies and depar tments based on ac ut ti levels 0f

de elODmenv t vield and Countv
. . . . .

DOl~S at the
time of de eloumen t. The act~l nmber and tvoe fdl

. .

fro: those identified
of ties built w

differ in the Master Plan.
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Page 152, paragraph 4:

In addition to providing a trail network, the proposed greenway should
also help protect natwal comities along the strem valleys. To
preaene larger ecosystems (in areas like Ten file Creek, for _ple ),
thouamds of acres would have to be acquired. Although this strategy would

-imize conae=ation opportomities, the fi~ncial triplicationsare
ataggering. [The Mster Plan reco-ndation for low density zoning in the
largest of Little Seneca kke’ a three sub-watersheds (Ten Mile Creek)
should help provide enough open space to help support the sunival of
natural co-litiea. 1

Page 153, revise Figure 50 to reflect County Co~cil changes

Page 154, paragraph 1: .- —
——

– ‘~-e’T&i-rnIi&ir-ie~“greenwa~ [will1 ~ connect the western
part. of Black Kill Regional Park and the southern part of Little Bennett
Regional Park. The greenway [will] is olanned to cross over 1-2?0 along
COWS Road due to limits on crossing uder 1-270 with the strea. The
greenway [will1 is recommended to . . .

Page 154, paragraph 3, sentence 1:

The Little Seneca Creek greenway [will] is reco~ t connect . . .

Page 154, paragraph 5, sentence 1:

The bid Haze= H=lls greeaway is recommended to connect [s] the eastern

portion . . .

Page 154, paragraph 6, sentence 1:

The Little Bennett Creek greenway is recommended tQ connect [s] Little
Bennett Park . . .

Page 155, paragraph 3:

The proposed park SYS ternfor Clarksburg includes regional parks,
recreational parks, ~ and local parks. A description of each park
is included in Table 13.

Page 155,. after last paragraph, add new subtitle ad paragraph:

Resolution No. 12-1632

I

tv ex ists to obt~ throuch ~ t
@ DrOvide active ~ ive re~s to new

In the West Old
t to B~ . and w~ v~

n to act ive
. . .

recrw~~
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Page 156, table 13:

This table should

Resolution No. 12-1632 3

be revised to clearly indicate which parks and facilities

curently exist and which ones

Page 156, table 13:

bend table 13 to clarify that
Pl~ing hea.

are planned for the future.

Little Bennett Regional Park is not in the

Page 156, Table 13, revise as follows:

Facilitk

90 cmp sites; hik;ng, golf cour~el, aphitheat~r,
[conferen e center , swti center , day uae area , playgrowdl, and

fplayfield .1

Nwe of Park

Dmascus Recreational Park
(277 acres)

~ sburK -2 ~evelonme nt wv tide: athle tic fie~

1~) trails.
senation are~~.

Notes:

1 Under construction
New park proposed by this Plan

;~ t to the st~

Page 157, paragraph 3, last sentence:

me Plan does not propose [s] sewer senice . . .

Page

Page

157, paragraph 4,’sentence 1:

The ~ster plan for Ovid Hazen Wells Parks should be coordinated
with this Plan and should consider the need for active and passive
recreation areas, including a recreation center aod athletic fields.

157, delete paragraph 6 as follows:

[This Plan reco-nds that the Depar-nt of Parks acquire portions
of the Board of Education property on Sha-ee Lane that my becom
suplus (See the Public Schools section of this chapter). If this area

does not become surplus, then the school fields are reco-nded to be
located adjacent to Clarksburg Local Park. 1
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Page

Page

— .—

Page

Page

158, 1st paragraph ~der “Recreation Center. ” sentence 2:

This Plan recomends that the placement Of an indOOr recreation

center be considered at mid Eazen Wells Park.

158, 1st amd 2nd paragraph mder “Public Schools”:

Publicschoolsare m essentialcomponentof comity lifeand,
therefore,mt be - integralpart of comity desi~ smd develo~nt.
The need for new schoolsis dete.~ined~ of E~ ~. n
both the capacityof existingschoolsandthe projectedincreasein
studentenrollment.

It is the objective of this Plan to [provide appropriate] id~-ntify
loca~ school facilities to meet the general and

specialized educatio_~a>>e.$d~ O_f-ar.ca–residents .-.- – – --- - – ““‘““– “–— — .—— — ——.

159, mder ,’PlanRecommendations ,“ add after 1st sentence:

A new estimte of the nmber of Srhools needed will be ~de bv the Board
~ t’m v t of

159, last paragraph:

This Plan recomends that a high school be located on a portion of a
62-acre site omed by the Board of Education at tbe intersection of
Frederick Road (~ 355) and Shamee ~ne. [This Plan also recomends
that Shanee Lane be relocated through this site, which will divide it
and provide an opportmity for an additional scktooi. {See the
Transportation chapter for more inforwtion. ) In addition, this Plan I

recomends that playing fields be located adjacent to the Clarksburg
Local Park to supplemnt the existing facilities. (See the Local Park

section of this chapter for details. )1 ~
~ that only 30 acres are bu~~bns are undenav tQ

~truct a school on this site ~til it can be ran ertedv la eqt

when The ulttie de e~n forv t thti

site sho~e s9eclal emn basis on an~t t ive fr~ne ~ 355t

since this is a critical en trv into ~

Page 160, table 14, footnotes 1)2 and 3:

2’ DUSCUS High School [will] is scheduled to gain 18 teaching
stations in September 1995.

3 Baker Middle School [will] ~ reorganize to [save]
~ grades b-8 in September 1995. In September 1995, a second
❑iddle school in the DUSCUS Clwter [will] ~ open.

Page 160, paragraph2:

The site for ClarksburgMiddleSchoolf)2is [borderedby Nid Eazen
Wells RecreationalPark,skylarkRoad,and NewCutRoad &tended. This site
offers the potential for shared parking and ballfields with the park.1 m
the =th west comer of m 27 md Skv~
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Page 160, last paragraph:

The existing Clarksburg Elementary School is recommended for
relocation in the long-tern ~evond 20 ve~ due to its inadeqwte size

and the desirability of having the school better located in terns of future

development patterns.
for mnv vears

[This Plan supports tbe mdemiz~t~on of the school in the short-term since
ected to con~n a his to come.

the school is expected to operate through the no-l life cycle of the
proposed mdemization. 1

Page 161, Figure 51:

bend footnote to indicate that the need for facilities, as well as the
final location, will be detemined by the relevant agency at a later date.

Page 162, after bullet 4:

~is Plan envisions that it mav be necesaarv to reevalwte the need for
%hools at the timeof develoDment and that reduced yields in housine units

mav reduce the need for school S1‘tes.

Page 162, change title in ❑iddle of page:

[EM SERVICESJ COmI~ FACILITIES

Page 163, revise Table 15 as follows:

[H-n Semites I -. itv Facilities Recoin. ndatio~

Library . Close proximity to other public
facilities in the Tom Center such as
the [senior] Q center, and to
retail and office areas .

[Senior] ~ity Center ● Close proximity to other public “
facilities in the To- Center such as
the library and to shopping centers .

Fire Station o [Relocate Station /)9 from Eyattston to] ~

bcatinr a station in Clar sbw. close o h. Towk tt

lne the . .
D~ itv of E statfi

{/9from Evattaton)i

0 Utilize, if feasible, the site omed by the Hyattston
V.F.D.

o titiize access to the Study kea’s road network.

Police Station o [Recomend] Jf neeti ~ an “appropriately sized
police facility in Clarksbug.
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Page 169, Table 16 under Cedar Grove Historic District, Zoning Plan:

0 Recomends rual [and agricult~al] zoning in vicinity of Cedar Grove.

Page 171, aubtitlea:

[Positive Recommendations] Mated on Ma. er ht

page 171, paragraph 1:

The following resources are [recommended by the Planning Board for
incl~ionl ~ on the ~ster Plan for EistO_r+.cprgS?~a.tiQn: --— – — --.— —— —— — —— — —— .— —— —

Page 171, mder 13/19 Howes Fam (Elizabeth Water6 Fare)
paragraph 2, sentence 1:

me [Planning Board. unanimously recomends the] Howes Farm meets the
follo ~ crw’ iteria for Master Plan desi~ation [based on the following

criteria] :

Page 171, paragraph 5. sentence 4:

The [Planning Board recomends ] enviromen tal settinz is the entire
16.75-acre parcel, including the outbuildings and long drive from Ridge
Road [as the environmental set ting1.

Page 172, paragraph 1, sentence 1:

[The Planning Board recomends t]Xhis resowce ❑eets the following

cr iteria for Master Plan desi~ation [based on the following criteria]:

Page 172, paragraph 4, sentence 1:

The [Board recomends that the] enviro~ental setting [be] M the
entire 5 .3-acre parcel, yet it should be recowized that the outbuildings
are not siflificant.

Page 172, uder subsection 14/26, paragraph 1, sentence 1:

The [Board recomends t]~is resouce u the f~ for
tister Plan desi~ation[, based on the following criteria]:

Page 173, paragraph 2, sentence 3:

d be
. .
ed n allawine the tion to rplo~

Ss lndo s from the - if a ~t=n is b~ me
[recommended] ~nvir~mental setting is the 1.:6 acre lot on which the
chinch and associated cemtery are located.
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page 173, 1st subtitle

[NO RECO-ATION

and the parsgraph that follows:

For each of the following resources, the Planning Board was split in
its decision, with two members voting in favor and two voting against
deai~tion. ]

Page 173, ❑ove entire text uder 13/12 to page 176 mder Negative
Reco-ndations after 13/11:

Page 17L, paragraph 1:

[The Planning Board members opposed to desi~ation fomd that this
resource had neither architectural nor historical si~ificance. The house,
which has been altered with artificial siding, has been winhabited for
some ttie. The bank bam was destroyed by a storm in the late 1970s. ]

Page 176, paragraph 2, 1st sentence:

[Other Board members voted in favor of desi~ation, based on] u
resource mee tz the following criteria iOr ~ster Plan ~ ~. :

Page 174, paragraph 5:

The [recommended] environmental setting is that portion of the parcel

(P900) which lies west of Clarksburg Road, being approximately 65 acres.
[This resource is located in the Rural Residential Area of the Ten Mile
Creek Area. ] As there ia currently no plmbing in this house, the
availability of septic and water on the property needs to be explored.

Page 174, move entire text rider 14125 to page 177 mder Negative
“Reco~endations after 13/29:

Page 175, first subtitle:

[NEGATIVE RECO~ATIONS ]

Page 175, paragraph 4:

R~O ED FROM LO~v

The following resources are [recommended by the Planning

~ from the Locational Atlas.

Page 175, paragraph 5, Iat sentence under 13/1:

[The Planning Board does not reco~nd t]~is early

Board for remval ]

20th cent- dairy
fam b not r~ for placement on the Mater Plan.

Page 175, paragraph 6, 1st sentence mder 13/8:

[ne Planning Board does not reco=nd t]~e Burdette Fam h not
u~~ for placement on the ~ster Plan.
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Page 175, paragraph 7, 1st sentence mder 13/9:

[me Planning Board does not reco~end t]~e Clark cemetery, WhOse
stones have been removed, but recovered for safekeeping, is not recommended

for placement on the tister Plan.

Page 176, paragraph 1, 1st sentence uder 13/11:

[me Plaming Board manti~ly reco=nds that t]~e Lewis Fare, an
early 19th cent- log ho-e with n~erO~ additiOns, [nOt be placed] U
not rec~ed for placemen t on the Master Plan. Although historically

connected to Ed Lewis, prominent Clarksburg citizeo and co-fowder of
Boyds, it has had nmer?us changes and additions over its history.

Page 176, after paragraph 1 add the text from page 173 mder 13/12 and correct
as below:

— — — .- ——. .— — —
l~li2–~-o=–”J~ffersm fi~sm F- (Fomrly J. Picb F-)
23701 Shiloh Church Road

[me Planning Board members recommending against desi~ation feud
this resource had been too greatly altered to merit desi~ation. In a 1961
fire, the top of the tower was dinged and subsequently removed and the
main roof was replaced with slate shingles. Later rear additions have
largely obscured the earliest section of the house.

me Board members re~omending in favor of designation feud this
resource met the following criteria: 1A, having value as part of the

development of the Couty, for representing an early multi-use farm; lC,
identified with the ~ompson faily, prominent in the Clarksburg area; 2A,
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type of construction, with
the musul picturesque arrangement of hams sit-ted between the house and
the public mad; and 2E, for its landmrk setting at the intersection of
CONS Road and Shiloh Church ROad. ]

~is fam was oned for 75 yeara by the ~owaons, one of Clarksburg’s
early failies. (~is resouce was incorrectly identified on the
Locational Atlas as the J. Pickens Fare. ) me l-sto~ rear section of the
house was apparent ly built soon after Nathan ~ompaon bought the property
in 1806. me front section of the house dates from the ❑id-19th centu~,
when it was omed by ~oms Jefferson ad Rosetta ~ompson. Newlpeds
Henry and Inez Gardiner bought the property in 1890 ad updated the house
wi th a Queen Anne-style tower, giving the house a picturesque appearance.

[ne fa~ has a notable collection of outbuildings in fine condition.
me bank bam is important to the history of Montgo=V Coaty faming for,
tilike -ny other fares in the area, it was not supersededby a modem
dairy bam in the 1930sor 19&0s.]

[ne recommended enviro~ental setting ia that portion of the parcel
(P333 ) which lies south of Corns Road and east of Shiloh Chwch Road, being .

approximately LO-acres which contains the house, barns, and associated
outbuildings. ]
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Page 176, paragraphs 2 and 3:

13/13Will- fiompsm Howe
23511ShilohChuch Road

~is stiple three-bay fafiowe has been nearly engulfed by later
additions on all four sides which obscure its original building fem. U

be removed from the L~ t

13/18 krga W. Mlt- F-
22222 Ridge Road

[me Planning Board does not reco~end] ~ia abandOned 20th century
dairy fam once owed by State Legislator George W. Hilton, and later omed
by the King f-ily is for d~.

.
no recometid me outstanding

Queen hne Style farmhou~e was b-cd to the gro;d in 1991. It had been

abandoned for mny years. me 20th centug dairy hams are also in

deteriorating condition but were once mong the finest in the Couty.

Page 176, paragraph 4, 1st sentence mder 13/21:

, [me Planning Board does not recommend t]~e Willim Shaw Fam U not
reco~for Master Plan designation.

h Page 176, paragraph 5 under 13/22:

b [me Planning Board found t]rhis SNII fmily cemetery k not worthy

of Master Plan designation. Unfenced and with d-ged headstones of the
Willis Shaw fmily from the third quarter of the 19th century, thig smll
burial site was misnmed the Gue Cemetery in the Locational Atlas. It is
associated with the Willim Shaw Fare, but has little siwificance
historical ly~[, or architecturally. Cemeteries are protected by Maryland
law, and are rarely placed on the ~ster Plan. 1

Page 177, paragraph 1, last sentence:

me Waters faily is already well represented on the ~ster Plan (Sites
/)lk/43, 19/1). w resource s~d be remo ed fromv the Atlas t

Page 177, paragraph 2, add to the last sentence:

me gable’roof is covered with corrugated metal. me log house is no
longer extant. w reso~ the

Page 177, after paragraph 4, add the text from page 17h-175 under 14/25 and
correct as below:

14125 Hillti H. Poole E-e
241&l Kings,Valley Road

[~o Board members fowd that this resource as mdistinguiahed ad ba .
been too altered to ❑erit desi~ation. fie house is covered with stucco

finish and has additions to the side and rear which alter the original
structure.
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Two other Board members recomend in favor of desi~ation based on the
following criteria: 1A, having interest and value as part of the heritage
and cultural characteristics of the County and state, for exhibiting the
influence of Pennsylvania Germn building traditions;, 2A, embodying the
distinctive characteristics of a method of construction, having been built
in twn sections with twodoor entrances; and 2E, representing an
established and fmiliar visul featme with its prominent location at the
intersection of Kings Valley Road and the well-traveled Ridge Road (~ 27).1

This resouce is architectwally significant as an ~le of the
No-Door House, an mcomon building fom in Montgomeg Comty, being a
house with paired front entrances. This e-pie is particularly noteworthy
beca~e it seems to have evolved out of the changing needs of its
occupants. hong the Pennsylvania Ge=n, as with the htch of New York,
two-door houses were traditional buildings in cultues which didn’t share
the English central-hall plan. me doors allowed separate uses, with the

_ _houge_di>.i.ded_in.half–with..one-door -for -eveVday ‘fsmi-lyuse-leading””tti- ‘“——.
info-l living room, and the other resened for guests leading to a parlor
or dining room.

The house was built by 1860 when Willi- and Hannah Poole acquired the
105-acre property from Hannah’s father, Allen Miles. In 1887, improvements
were mde valued at $450. The Pooles omed the Froperty until 1902.

[~ough additions have been constructed on the side (southeast) and
rear of the house, they are low and allow legibility of the original
building fem. me northwest side of the house, which faces Ridge Road,
retains mcb of its original integrity of building fem.

me =ecomended environmental setting is the entire O .83-acre parcel
(P912). The Poole House is included in this Plan even though it is jut
outside the Study Area bomdary. Located adjacent to the Ridge Road

Transition Area, it is not expected to be affected bv tbe Wideniflrof
~ 27.]

Page 177, the subtitle:

Property [Recommended for Addition] W to the

Page 177, paragraph 5, 1st sentence:

The ~Planninu Board wanimously recommended

Locational Atlas

placement of the] Dowden’s

Ordinary Site and-Marker just south of tbe Clarksburg Historic District
[on]~ed tQ the LocationalAtlas.

Page 178, revise Fig~e 52 to reflect Couty Co~cil chmges.

Page 180, Table 17, //13/12, mder the Plan Reco-ndation CO1-:

[No Reco-ndation]~

Page 181, Table 17, il13/25, mder the Plan Reco-ndation COIW:

[No Recomendation]Pos itive
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Page 180, Table 17, /)14/25,under the Plan Reco=endation col~:

[No Recomendation]Nee ative

Page 183 to 192, replace Staging Issues =d Recommended Zoning Actions
sections as follows:

This Plan recomends that a comprehensive rezoning action (a
“Sectional Mp bentient” or SW) immediately follow the adoption of this
Plan.

The comprehensiverezoning would affect three general categories of
property:

1. Properties where the cur rent zoninz would simvlv be co nf irmed.

These properties would continue in their current zoning category.

2. Frouer ties which are beinu rezoned to imlement the rural d
tions of the Pla.

For the most part, these properties are presently zoned R-ZOO (2
dwelling wits per acre ) but the Zoning Plan recomenda less dense zones
(Rural Density Transfer and Rural Residential Zones ). [The generalized
locations of these properties are shon in Figure 53. ]

3. -ties which are b- rezoned to h“~.

These properties are quite extensive and include the Tom Center
District, a POrtlOn Of the Transit Corridor District, the cabin granch
Neighborhood and the Newcut Road Neighborhood.

Figure _ shows the zoning pattern recomnded to be implemented by
the SW. The mp also identifies properties which will require separate
action by Couty Comcil (approval of a “floating zone” application) befOre
end-state development can be achieved.

The development of Clarksburg will mke a si~ificant contribution to
the Couty ’a long tem ho~ing needs, especially in terns of single-f~ily
homes. This fact ar~es for the early development of Clarkabwg. At the
s- time, a si~ificant amout of infrastnctme will be needed to
i~lement this Plan, including a new interchange along 1-270, new highways,
schools, a libra~, and parks.
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A fiscal impact analysis by the Montgomery countY office of Planning
Implementation (OPI) e-ined the capital costs and f~ding Sources

associated with these facilities. The key question addressed by the Fiscal

Impact halyais Report was whether the Comty alone could to afford pay for
the capital improvements it would traditionally PrOgrm Wing OnlY the

t=es from new development.

The report concluded that Couty revenues would need to be
aupplemnted by developer fuding. Developers curently contribute to

capital projects in the Comty in several ways. Some of these include land

dedication, in-kind contributions, imeact t=es, a sYstems development
charge and finding in the Capital Improvements prOgr~. Additional f~ding

sources that should be considered include the Construction ficise T= and
development districts. fimples of types of other revenue sources that are
not curently waler consideration but could emerge over the long tem ...!

imple~ntation of the plan include wer fees, other property t=es or gas
t~ea. Some or all of these revenue so=ces ““tiillbe--needed–in Cl~”iksbiFg.

~is plan supports stagingstrategiesthat are responsiveto fiscal
concerns and recomends development that is keyed tO revenue mechanisms
being in place or iminent. This Plan also reco@izes that the staging Of

development is critical if Clarksburg is to coordinate the timing of
development with the provision of public facilities, develop a strong

comunity identity, and protect environmentally fragile watersheds.

Fi-lly, it should be noted that the staging recommendations of this
Plan are designed to affect the timing of private development and public
facilities, not the total mount, type or mix of development. These issues

are dealt with in other sections of this Plan.

This Plan presents seven guiding staging principles related to
critical concerns and oepOrt~ities in Clarksburg. These staging
principles, which are integral cOmPOnents Of ‘his ‘Ster ‘lan~ provide i
general frmework and guidance for the future staging or timing of private
development and the provision of public facilities in Clarksburg:

The sewerage system in the Seneca Creek drainage basins provides sewer
semice to areas such as Gemnto~ and SOm portions of Gaitherabug,and
will be extended in the futwe to provide sewer se~ice to Clarksbug. The
sewerage system within the Seneca Creek baa in consists of gravity sewers,
pmping stations, and force wins. Olttitely, this system converges at
the Seneca Waatewater Trea~ent plant (m) and the Wastewater p-ing
Stationa (WWPS ) complex on Great Seneca Creek.
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The Seneca Creek sewerage system is experiencing capacity problems in
two key areas:

Wat-ter Cmeymce: There are cwrently several constraint in the

sewerage system within the Seneca Creek baain that inhibit getting
wastewater flows from their souce to the Seneca ~P/WWPS complex.
Several projects to relieve these problems are currently mder study
or are adopted in the ~ 9L WSSC CIP or proposed in the m 95 WSSC CIP.

Waat-ter Tmmt: The Seneca WWTP/WWPS complex ia currently
operating near its capacity.

To uet the Couty ’s future wastewater needs in the Seneca Creek
basin, additional ~jor wastewater treatment projects are required.
Currently, no specific solution to the Seneca Creek wastewater
treatment problem ha. been adopted since it ia the subject of the
present Seneca/Potomc Study. The most optimistic outlook suggests
that if a decision regarding a wastewater treatment solution is
reached within the next few months, the projects could be progr-ed
into the 1996 CIP. Any long term solution would have a design and

construction period of at least five years, meaning that new capacity
will not be available until sometime after the year 2000.

Limited waatewater treatment and conveyance capacity is clearly a
constraint to further Clarksburg development util appropriate solutions
are progr-ed into the CIP and constructed. We to the severe sewage
conveyance and treatment constraints in the Seneca Creek basin, this Plan
recomends that private development be staged so that no new development
should proceed util necessary waa tewater conveyance and treatment
aolutiona are fully progr-ed in the first four years of the CIP, except
(1) those which have already received sewer pemit authorizations (COMSAT,
Gateway 270, and the Dcmaacus Middle School), 2) the Pancar property, and
(3) the Tom center area not in the Ten Mile Creek Watershed.

The t- amd ae~ce of dmlopmemt im Clukabmg ahou2d k res~iw
to the likeli~ that fmmd~ for the -pi~ @— ts reqtired by nm
grofi im the uea till coma f- a +ety of so~ces, imcltiing the
Comty -d primte d,emlo~t.

me. Couty is expected to progra the schools, local roads and other
comity facilities in the ~ster Plan using both public and private
f~ding sources. h analyais by the Office of Planning Implementation
concluded that if the Co~ty had to fmd the master planned improvements
using only a portion of the t=es from new development, a finding shortfall
of $75 ❑illion to $100 million could result over a 20 year period. In
light of this ftid~, it is claar that staged dmlo~t shodd be
comditimmed mm tbe ability of primte dmlopers to fmmd a si~imt
portimm of the Mraatmtme *m— ts Ald for im the plainor the
-Mility of otier n- smces of ~s.
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1

Under current
t-es Renerated by

County fiscal policy, approxtitely 10 percent of the
{new development are available for capital projects.. .

Other ;ources Of public finds could include the State and additional
contributions from the Comty. Private sources of finds could include

dedication, developer contributions (in-kind Or in-caah), construction
excise taxes, development district pawents or other development fees.

This Plan recognizes, that while the specific detaila -d
~le~ntation mechniama related to alternative finding mcbnisms are not i
weil know at this t~e. in all likelihOOdmOre t~ One SO~Ce Of Private
fwds will be needed and used in the Clarksburg area. In particular, it is

possible that ❑ore than one development district cOuld be used. ~e CO~ty
~hOuld carefully evalmte the use of all alternative financing mechanisms 1
tO ename that they do indeed ~ke sivificant cOntributiOns tOwards the
facilities called for in the Plan.

(

hd develo~t sho~d be cnOrd*ted ~~ the PrOfisi~ Of -Jnr ~ -Pital
~rov-ts s-h = the Ge=erwe SYSt- -d tie tr-~r~ti~ net~rk.

Staging policies should be developed to coordinate the timing of land

development in Clarksburg with the PrOvisiOn Of such public ‘mprovernents as
roads, sewerage facilities, schools, parks, libraries, and police and fire
stations. Such capital facilities can beat be financed without undue i
burden to the Couty and its t=payers if the facilities are built in a
logical, rational fashion, senicing only a few compact development areas

. .
at any one time and proceeding in later stages to bu~ld o,~tfrcm.already
developed areas in a logical incremental sequence. By this means, the

Comty can avoid the high t= burden of scattered, piecemeal development
which forces wasteful public expenditures for expensive, but underutilized
public facilities.

This coordination of land development with the provision of public

infrastructure is particularly important given the estimted $75 million
revenue shortfall for Clarksburg. The economies of scale offered by
geographic staging will enable the Couty to mke the best possible use of

the lbited finding available for Clarksburg.

PR~CIPM. ~: D~~ OF A S=ONG C~ m~

me tg -d se~ce of de=lO~t sh~d =fiOrce the *ter pl=’s
c~ty design and id-tity tis for C1-kaburg.

The timing and sequence of development is critical to helping
Clarksburg achieve its vision as a transit-and-pedestrian oriented tom

aurouded by open space.To help pro~te a strongsenseof comity
L

identityand desi~, staging of public facilities and private develop~nt
shouldaccomplishthe following:-

● The T- Cmter: Encouragethe early
to create a strong sense of comity

for later development in other areas.

develop~nt of the Ton Center .
identity and to provide a model
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h early focus on the development of a vital, mixed use Ton Center
for Clarksburg can be achieved through the careful staging of both
public facilities and private development. For exmple, this Plan
favors initial development east of 1-270 where great care has been
taken to recomend a land Me pattern that fosters a ❑ti of housing,
retail ties, emploment, comity facilities and transit Wage.
Stiilarly,, this Plan allows the constmction of a developer-f-ded
pmp station, which would p- over wastewater from the Tom Center to
m axiating sewer trukline. Such a tecopora~ pmp over facility
wnuld allow the Tom Center to proceed ti th early development rather
than wait for the completion of a strem valley gravity line that will
ultimtely sene the area. Finally, this hater Plan encourage

residential development pattens that best support a strong Tow
Center identity early on. For instance, residential development in
the Newcut Road Neighborhood should be phased to encowage development
closest to the Tom Center to proceed first.

● The T-i-y: Assure that areas plamed for higher density
development near transit are not preempted by less intensive uses.

w Schnnl-~ed Neighborhoods:Reco~ize that schools are an essential

component of comity life and integral part of comity design and
development, and should form the basis for neighborhood units in
Clarksburg.

To promote school-based neighborhoods, each stage of development
should strive to provide, in con j-ction With existing development
where possible, an adeqwte nuber of dwelling ~its to suPPOrt at
least one elementary school. Montgomery Couty Public Schools
currently estimtes that between 1,800 and 2,200 housing units are
needed to support an elementary school. Similarly, the County should
have opportmities to obtain school site dedication in each stage of
development $.:.

*C,

● Wanted Snci*ScOntic W: Provide a suitable mti of dwelling uits
to ensure a balanced socio-economic ❑ix for schools in the areas.
Ideally, each stage should strive to achieve a mix similar to the
overall Mster plan mix of uits.

Such a variety of housing products in every stage promotes an active,
healthy real estate mrket and provides consuers with a range of
ho~ing choices, prices, and living styles.

● Coordfited Reaidantti ad C-rcti ~lo~t: Provide for
sufficient residential uits to support Tom Center retail and
co-rcial activities.
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This Plan recognizes that retail uses are critical to the vitalitY Of
a co-nity, and can play a si~ificant role in reinforcing the Ton
Center as a central focus for the entire Clarksburg area. Once a
stificient critical mss of housing uits are in place to support a
retail center (retailers indicate that approximately 3,500 to 4,000
dwelling mits are needed to support a retail detielopunt that
includes a grocev store), this Plan reco-nds that early retail
development .,riority be given to the Tom Center. Retail develop~nt
in the Newcut Road ad Cabin Brmch neighborhoods should follow the
development of approximately 90,000 sq-re feet of retail uses in the
Tom Center.

PoLI~ # 5: ~ wPoNs~s

s-+ s-d respond to nm-te- =ket d~ for sdle fkly hn=iug
I

_~d l~-~e_-_. d._d for .~lo~t.. – — - – – - --– - – – - – - - “--““– – ~— — —— —

Staging in Clarksburg should respond, as mch as possible, to the
growing pressures for more single- faily housing in the Comty.
Development should be staged so that a reasonable share of the County’s
future annul residential growth can be accommodated in Clarksburg over
time. Staging
expected along

POLICT #6:

me t-g and

should also respond to long-tern emplopent demnd that is
the 1-270 corridor.

W- QUALI= PROTS~ION

sequmce of de-lo-t in C1-kabmg shnu2d respond to the
&que mtir— -1 ~lities of the =ea -d help titigate, in
pticd=, d-lo~t L~cta to the -r= tily s-itiw strz
tileys fi the T- Wle Creek watershed.

Clarksburg offers a rich array of environmental resources, including
Little Seneca bke, stress with very high water qulity, a large nwber of
strem headwaiters, extensive tree stands, and an impressive array of flora
and faua, particularly in strem valleys. Staging seines as an essential
tool for assisting with the mitigation of developunt-related hpacts in
Clarksburg’s environmentally fragile, high q=lity strem valleys.

Si@ificant changes in water qulity regulation can be expected during
the next few years. A new water qulity zoning text =entient was approved

by the Planning Board in the Spring of 1994 for transmittal to the Couty

Comcil. If this new water quality review process is approved, it will be
highly desirable to limit early development in Clarksburg to one or two
less environmentally sensitive sub-watersheds (such as those fomd on the
east side of 1-270) so that DEP can conduct the necessary baseline strem
monitoring for the proposed progrm and test the effectiveness of beat

mnagement practices in protecting water q-lity.

Such baaeline monitoring and evalution will better enable the County
and Ten Mile Creek property o-ers to work together in developing effective
beat mnagement practices fOr Clarksburg’s mat envirountally fragile
watershed.
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Delaying development in the Ten Mile Creek watershed will provide
these property o~ers with the OPPOrtunity to pursue volwtary measures to
protect water quality in the environmentally fragile Ten-Mile Creek
watershed. Such ❑ easures might include strem restoration,
afforestation/ref orestation, and modified agricultural practices.

The federal Food and Drug Atiinistration (FDA) is curently reviewing
a nmber of sites in Clarkabwg and other ~ntgomv County co~itiea
that can acco-date the development of 2.5 million groaa sqwre feet of
office, industrial, laboratory, and related uses.

This Plan reco~izek the si~ificant impacts that such a decision
would have on Clarksburg and acknowledges that the selection of a
Clarkabug site for ~A would require mdificationa to the recommended lad
use and to the staging tlements contained in this chapter.

TSR GROGRAPST OF WG~G

The areas affected by this Plan’s staging recommendations are sho~ in
Figure _.

The following areas are not included in the staging plan:

Eyattstnm: This comunity has public health problems, due to failing
septic systems which must be corrected immediately. Development in
Hyattston may proceed immediately, subject to the availability of
adequte sewerage facilities.

Rmd Density 33an10~t: Rural density development, zoned for 1
uit per 5 acre densities or less, which my proceed based on the
availability of wells and septic facilities.

~lic Uses m Site 30: Public usea on Site 30, suc’has the planned

detention center site, are not included in this staging plan.

Pretiouly Appm=d De-lo-t b the Pipelfie: Previous1y approved
development will not be addressed by the staging plan. However, any
requests for water and sewer plan changes in these areas will be subject to
the availability of wastewater treatment and conveyance capacity in the
Seneca Creek baain and consistency with the water and sewer service areas
delineated in Figure _.

To provide for the orderly and fiscally responsible development of public
facilities, promote the development of a strong cowity identity, and
allow for the implementation and eval~tion of the Comty ’a water qmlity
review proceaa to sine whether best mmgement practices can mitigate
tha impacta of development on the enviro-ntally fragile Ten-Mile Creek

watershed, this Plan recomends that k hster Plan stages guide the
sequencing of public facilities and private development in Clarksburg.
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Each stage will be initiated or “triggered” once all of the triggers
described in the Tables _ through _ have been met for that stage.
Thus, no stage is dependent on the complete buildOut Of PriOr stages. A
nmber of stages do, however, share the sme triggers. With the exception

of stage 1, all stages require state and co~ty enabling legislation for
development districts or that alternative finmcing ❑echanisms are in
place. Stages 2, 3, and 4 also require the adoption of new becutive water
q~lity review regulations before development WY proceed. Stages 3 and L

are alao predicated upon the resolution of waatewater treatmnt end
conveyance problems in the Seneca Creek basin.

After a stage has been, triggered, individ=l developments within that stage
can proceed once public agenciea and the developer have complied with all
of that atag”e’s implementing mechanisms and the traditional regulatory
requirements of that property’ a zoning. Unlike some plans, where staging

has bee_: ti~l~_m~nted p~i=ri ly_t~royg~ >Qcr.emcnt.al..rezqnings of .~ jo.rar.sag._ –.——
– &f a planz this Pla relies on such mech~ism as the Couty ’s

Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan [Ten Year Water and
Sewer Plan] , the Annual Growth Policy (AGP) and Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance (APFO), floating zone approvals, and the formtion of development
districts (or other financing mechanisms ) to bplement the Plan’s staging
policies. These implementing mechanisms are described in greater detail .in
later portions of this Plan.

The triggers and implementation mechanisms for Clarksburg’s four stages of
development are detailed in Tables _ through _. Briefly, they can
be described as follows:

Stage 1:

This stage applies to those mjor developments in Clarksburg that have
existing sewer authorizations. Specifically, it includes such private
office development as COMSAT and Gateway 270, and the new Dmascus Middle
School . This stage also includes the Pancar property. me properties in
this stage may proceed immediately with development subject to existing
regulatory review procedues.

Stage 2:

This stage’ includes those portions of the Tom Center District that do not
drain into the Ten Mile Creek watershed and that could logically be seined
by an interim pmp station. It includes approximately 1650 residential

tiits and 300,000 square feet of retail uses.

In addition to the triggers described above, it sbnuld be noted that this
stage my not begin util WSSC and the Comty Sxecutive indicate that
sufficient waatewater treatment and conveyance system capacity exists
accomdate Tow Center development and tkt providing sewer to the
Clarksbug Tom Center will not atop the Ge-tom Tom Center from
developing based on not having available sewer flow when it needs it.

to
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Sqe. 3:

This stage applies to all portions of Clarksburg located,east of 1-270 (but

not in the Ten Mile Creek watershed) and the Cabin Branch Neighborhood. It
includes approxfitely 8370 housing uits and mOre t~n 2 million sq~re
feet of comercial, iridutrial, and office development. In addition to the

conditions described above, this stage will not be allowed to proceed mtil
wastewater conveyance and treatmnt problems in the Seneca Creek basin have
been resolved and fully progr-ed into tbe first fom years of the Capital
I~rovmnts Plan. In order to promte a strong comity identity focwed
on the Clarksbug Tom Center, floating zone approvals in this stage will
also be guided by specific”comunity building criteria related to the
location of housing and timing of retail development (see Table _ and the
staging policies above).

This stage applies to development in the Ten+ile Creek watershed, which is
primrily located to the west of 1-270 (the headwaiters of this watershed
are located in the western portion of the Tom Center District) . This

stage includes approximately 1700 dwelling mits and 1,270,000 square feet
of comercial, office, and industrial development. Due to the
environmentally fragile nature of the stre-s in this area and the Plan’s
strong emphasis on comity building, this stage contains the following
additional triggers that must be met before development can proceed in this
area. These triggers can be described as follows:

=~~ ~NITOR=: Baselinebiologicalassessmentof the aquatic
ecosystemsof the LittleSenecaCreekand Ten Mile Creekwatersheds,
scheduledto be initiatedby the Departmentof Environmental
Protection(DEP)in July of 1994, haa taken place for a minimm of 3
years. This baseline biological assessment will be used to measure
and report changes in the biological integrity of the two wateraheda.

C~~ BUI~~G : At least 2,000 building pemits have been issued
for housing uits in the Newcut Road and Ton Center sub-areas of

Clarksbug.

As noted in the staging principles, fostering a strong comunity
identity in the early years of development in Clarksburg is extremely
impOFtant. For this reason, the Plan favors initial development east
of 1-270 where great care has been taken to recomend a land use
pattern that fosters a mix of housing, retail uses, emplowent,
co-ity facilities and transit usage. To help assure that these

concepts are initiated early and to help establish near term
priorities for public infrastructure expenditures, this Plan
recomends that Stage L begin only after development east of 1-270 is
undemay.
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Allowing 2000 units to get mderway east of 1-270 reinforces
Clarksburg’s ton concept by providing sufficient critical mss to
support the ~ny public and private facilities that contribute to a
co-ity ’s q~lity of life and identity. For e-pie, MCPS esti~tes
that 1800 to 2200 housing uits are needed to support an elementary
school, which is not only one of the more costly public facilities
needed, but alao an essential COMpOnent of comity life =d integral

part of comity desire and develOP~nt.

~~E =s ~m ~ ~~: The first Ann-1 Report on the
Water Q@lity Review Process (WQRP) following the release of 2000
building permits in the Newcut Road and Tom Center sub-areas is
completed by the Department of Environmental“Protection. This report
will have evaluated the water quality best ~nagement practice~ (B~s ) 1
and other ❑itigation techniques associated with the To= Center/Newcut

_ _RO_ad_dgyel.o.pmen.t..and..other..similar-.developmnts in substantial”lY”+ “-‘““–“--–— —.—— —
stiilar watersheds where B~s bve been mnitored.

Once the above events occur, County Coucil will consider water and
sewer category changes that would pemit the extension of public
facilities to the Ten Mile Creek area. AS part of their
deliberations, the COuncil will:

. Review t~e demnds on the Capital Improvements Progrm for necessary

infrastructure improvements ;

. Evalute the water qmlity results associated with Newcut Road and
Tom Center development and other similar developments in
substantially similar watersheds where BWS have been monitored and
eval~ted. In mdertaking this evalution, the Coucil shall draw
upon the standards established by Federal, State, and Couty laws and
regulations and determine if the methods, facilities, and practices
then being utilized by applicants as part of the water q~lity review
process then in place are sufficient to protect Ten Mile Creek; and

● Assess volutary measures taken by property omers in the Stage 4 area
to protect water quality in the environmentally fragile Ten-Mile Creek
watershed. Such measures might include strea restoration,
afforestat ion/reforestation, and ❑edified agricultural practices.

After conducting these assessments> the CO~ty cO~cil ‘y:

1. Grant water and sewer category changes, without placing limiting
conditions upon property omers;

2. Grant water and sewer category changea, subject to property omer
commitments to take additional water qwlity ❑ensures’, such as staging
of development, to protect the enviro-ntally fragile Ten+ile Creek
watershed;

3. Defer action on a Water and Sewer Plan category change, pending
further study or consideration as deemed necessaq and appropriate by
the Comcil; or

4. Consider such other land use actions as are deemed necessary.
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~AGE 1 Wrrdenay)

D~C~ON Sqe 1ticlud= those pmrnis h ~tibwg ha etitfig xwer autiotilom
(COMSAT, G~eway 270, aod tie D~ Midde Wool, md tie Pmw propq. a graodfathemd

pm~ tith a mmpleted au~]vision appliaion prior to titiadon of b Plan).

~AGrnG ~ GG= None. W pa Ah dwelop-t on= n~ bufirfiog perrrdw aod -er

hook-ups have been gmted.

WLE~_G ~CWSM:

. ~o~rria h tis s~e subjm to etittig re@~ory review pmmsea, ticludtig AGP sod APFO
~mvd. No addltioti Mater Plm implemmtadon xtiom n~ed.
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TABLE

Resolution No. w
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=AGE 2

D~~~O N Shge 2 tilud= thow ~fiiom of tie TOW Cm@r District tit do not dmti hto he T=

MileC-k watefid (W Fig. J.

SAG ~G mIGG ER~L :

1) Either (a) 5~k_md_Cowty_exbltig. legislation.for .development-disttic~ -Or (b) alternative infm---- –-.
‘&___ tictig m=hmism m h plme.

2) Couty Comcil tiop~ a new Water Q~ii[y Review Prm=s WQRP) md DEP issues Ex=utive
Re~ladonsrelatdtothisprme~.

3) WSSC md the County Ex=u[ive indicate tba[ sufficient wwer twtment md convey ace

=pacity exis~ or is progmmd to accomtiate development in this stiSe md that %wer
authorintions for tbe Ge-town TOW Center are not put at risk.

~E~~~G ~CHAMSklS::

1) Al the time of Swlioml Map ~endmen! (SMA), the Sbge 2 ar= in the Wa[er ad Sewer Plm
is amndd to S4, WA by tbe Couty Council in accortice with the plicy r=omen&lions

of this M=mr Plm. Tbe Singe 2ara of the Water md Sewer Plm will autom[ically tivmce

to S.3, W-3 u~n Plming Board approval of a preliminary plm of subdivision for which WSSC

md the Comty Ex=utive indimte that Suging triggem 1. 2, ad 3 have &n met.

2) Pmpni= k this sage are subjwt to AGP ad APFO approval by the Plming Board.

3) de or more development distric~ (or altemali.e fimchg mwhmism), that cm provide public
faciliti= k =corbce with the APFO ad additional Iml deietinations by the County Council, are
implemnld.

1 Ml s~ghg triggem m~t & met to ititiate this swge of development.

2 hdividd &velopmenw titi this suge w prwd once public agenci= md he develo~r kve complid tith

dl of the imple~thg ~hmism.
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=AGE 3

DES~~O N: Stige 3 ticlud~ d] ~tiiom of Cluhburg ti do not dmti into [be Ten-Mile Cmk

w~~d. i.e., ws[ development -t of 1-270 ad the Gbti Bmch Neighhrh@. (S= figure -.

Retillm-mid developmmt h tie Newcut Rd md bbin Bwch NeighhAm* will & defeti.
however. util 90,000 q- f~c of retil w have bn ~~biishti in Clarhburg”s TOW Center.

flAG~G T RIGG ERsl :

1) Eitier (a) Sute -d CoUty embling legislation for developmmt distric~ or (b) al[emative infm-
stmcmre fimctig m~tism am ti place.

2) Couty Cowcil tiops a new Water Qulity Review Prmess (WQRP) md DEP ,ss”es Exec”[l.e

Relations relatd to this prm~.

3) W~tewater tr~tment ad conveymce faciliti~. sufficient to wwe all approved development in

Gemtom md the Stige 3 ar~ of Clarksburg, are 100% finded ,n the first 4 ytim of the CIP.

~PLE~~~G ~CHA,WSNIS1:

1) Once all 3 of the akve conditions have be” me!, the Singe 3 ar~ i“ the Water ad Sewer plm

is amendd [o S-3, W-3 by the County Council i“ accortice wi[h the Wlicy reco-entitlom
of tis M=ter Pla.

?) Floatingmne ad proj=cplmapprovalsam guidd by M=ter Plm Imguge that recomenk
that mmil/comemial development in !he Newcut Road md Cabin Bmch Neighborhmds &

defe~ mtil 90.000 q~re f~[ of mmil us have b~n ~mhlishd in ,Clarksburg’s T“wn
Center.

)) Floating mne approvals am ~idd by M~[er Plm Imguge that encoumg~ residential

development patterns [ha[ ~1 suppn a strong TOW Cen[er identi~y ~rly in Sug. 3. For
example. r~idential development in tie’ Newcut Road Neighbrhmd should be ph=d IO

encoumge development CIOS1 to tie TOW Center to prmd fimt.

4) Pm~fii~ b this suge am subj~t to AGP ad APFO approval by the Plming Board,

5) he or mom development distric~ (or alternative fmmctig mwhmism), Ibt cm provide infmtmc-

tom f=iliti= ti ~o~ce tith tie APFOmd ~ditiond lmal detetimtiom by the County Concil,

= ~le-ti.

1 ~1 sugtig triggem mut & met to titiate this singe of development.

2 hdividwl developmen~ within this sbge a prwd once public agenci~ md the develo~r hve complid witi “

dl of the” implementing ~kism.
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=AGE 4

@s stige’s triggem ad tiplematig m=tisx
~ d-riw b dhl k the Plm.s@Xt.

Thi-Uble W-ri= th= detild --MoM.)

DESCRIPTION: ~S s~geaIiOWSthere~inlngU= ofclar~burg(i.e..*o= propeflies[ha!d~ininto
theTen Mile C=k watemhed) to prm~ wi!h development (W Fig. J.

flAG3NG TRIGG ERS?__– _–.. .- —– –-– ––-––––––— —

1-2) S- triggem= fors~ge 3.

3) Wmtewatert~tment ad conveyace facili~i~.sufficienttowwe allapprovaldevelopmentIn
Gemtow =d theSMge 4 .ra ofClarkshurg,are1~% findedinthetint4 y-rs of[heCIP.

$) BA=L~ MO~OR3NG: B=elinebiologi~l==menl of lheaqu!ic wosystem of the L,ttle
Sen- Crwk md Ten Mile Creek watersheb hw den place for a tinimum of 3 years.

5) CO~Y BU3LDfNG: At I-[ 2.~ building petits have kn iwued for housing units in

the Newcul Road md TOW Center sub-ar- of Clarksburg.

6) EA~S3DE Em MO~OWD AND EVALUATED: The fimt -u1 Repn on theWater

wity Review Pm= followhg the rel= of 2~ building WtiS h the Newt.t Road md TOW
Center subara is completd. ~is repfl will have evalu!ed the wa[er qul[ty &st magement
pmctic= (BMPs)md othertitivation:ahiqu~ m=iated with Tow CenterjNewcut~d develop-

ment md other sitilar developments b sitilar watemheds where BMPs have ken monltord.

~EMEW~G ~CHANfSMS’:

1) tice 811of tie abve conditiom have kn met, the CoUtY Council will comider Waler ad Sewer
Pla mendmen~ that would ~tit the extemion of public facilili= to the Ten Mile Crmk -. (S=
text for finher dlxmion of Ib& mahtism. )

2) ~go&K water qulity md BMP monitoring by DEP in .cco*ce with Ihe WQRP.

3) Proptii= h this singe are mbj=t to AGP md APFO approval by the Plting Board.

4) tie or =veml develqment districu (or alternative fi~cing m~hmis~). that m provide tifm-
S@~ fwihtl= b ~otice witi tie APFO ad tiditiod Id de~mmliom by [he COUIY

COwcil, a= implement~.

1 AN sm@g triggem m~t & mettoititiate tis s~ge of development.

—

2 hdividul developmen~ witbti this suge Q prw~ once public agenci= md the developr have complid with

all of the implementing mwbmism.
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STAG~G ON ~WI~

The Montgomery Comty Comprehensive Water Supply aod Sewerage Systems Plan
(Ten-Year Plan) governs the -tension of water =d sewer senice in the
Comty . The overall goal of this plan is to ensure that the existing and
future water supply and sewerage system needs of the Comty are:

. Consistent with =ster plans and the provision of other public
senices;

. Satisfied in a cost effective mnner; and,

. Satisfied in a mgner that protects or tiproves Couty water
resowces, from both public health -d environmental standpoints.

TO provide for the orderly extension of water and sewerage senice, State
law and regulations have established six category designations for water
and sewerage service areas. The fomal mechanism for staging water and

sewerage service consists of the application of the water and sewerage
service categories to various areas of the Cowty. The County Council has
the authority to adopt and send service area desi~ations after
consideration of the Comty tiecutive’s recommendations as well as cements
by WSSC and M-NCPPC. Based on this action, senice area mps and adopted
resolutions are available for use by the general public.

The policies that govern the provision of water and sewerage service under
each category are enmerated in detail in the Ten-Year Plan. In addition
to policies that are specific to each category, the extension of aenice
must be consistent with the Cowty ’s comprehensive planning policies. In
other words, senice should be extended systematically in concert with
other public facilities as defined in the General Plan and adopted Wster
or Sector Plans.

This ~ster Plan recomends that the Comprehensive Water Supply and
Sewerage Systems Plan serve as one of the key implementing mechanisms for
the staging of private development and the provision of public facilities
in Clarksburg. Specifically, the Plan recomends that the following
policies govern the progrming of water and sewer senice in the Clarksburg
area:

1. DEP will initiate a comprehensive Water and Sewer Plan aendment
that ❑edifies Clarksburg’s sewer and water categories in
accordance with the recomendationa of this tister Plan. It will
be ~dertaken concurrently with the Sectional &p ~entient
described above. Such a comprehensive mnhnt should mdify
the water and sewer categories for the rester plan staging areas
as follows:
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a. Properties in Stage 1 should be roved into categories S-1
and W-1.

b. Properties in Stage 2 should be moved into categories S-4
and W-4.

c. Properties in Stage 3 should be moved into categories S-5
and W-5.

d. All other properties in the Planning area, including
properties in Stage 4, should be moved into categories S-6
and W-6.

2. Subsequent Water and Sewer Plan mendments be of a comprehensive
or area-wide nattie only, =d consistent with this hster Plan’s
staging principles and recommendations.

..
These subsequent Wate~ ~n.~ _ _ _ –-

— — .. – ‘-’Sewe-r‘Pi----fi==t= shoill fi”ot ta~e‘pl=ci ‘m~il-=1l–oF Fbe
pre-requisite triggers for each stage of development have been met
(see Tables through ) @ the Comty Coucil detemines that the
category changes are consistent with tbe policies of the Comprehensive
Water Supply Sewerage Systems Plan.

To implement the staging recommendations of this Plan, Figure ,
“Recommended Sewer and Water Staging for Clarksburg, ” should be used as
guidance for future mendments to the existing Water and Sewer Plan. The
water and sewer service sequencing outlined in Figure can be described
as follows:

Those areas that will not be seved include areas recommended for RDT
zoning and rural zoning. In the transition areas near Ten Mile Creek, the

sewer semice line will be coterminous with the ~R zoning line. These
areas will be put in categories W-6 and 5-6, with a note that comnity
senice is not anticipated.

The tiistina and P~r-ed Sen ice Area

This group includes those areas that can be sened now with existing lines
plus areas that will be served in the near term when currently programmed
projects are completed. This area includes Comsat, Gateway 270, the
Damascus Middle School, Hyattsto~ and the Pancar property. This area is
generally consistent with areas given priority for development in Stage 1
of the Staging Plan.

The inclusion of Eyattstom in this category assmes that the Coucil will

progra a project for Eyattsto~ in the ~ 95 Capital Improvements Progrm.

These areas generally include properties on the east side of 1-270 in the .
Little Seneca Creek watershed and a portion of Site 30. ~ese areas match
the areaa identified in Stages 2 and 3 of the Staging Plan.
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From a facility planning perspective and from a fuding point of view, the
Little Seneca Trunk sewer is the preferred OPtion for serving both the Ton
center (Area Al), and the NeWcut Road Neighborhood (Area A). The County

should mke every attempt to progrm such a gravity line in the FY 96
Capital Improvements Progra.

There is a concen, however, that a gravity sewer my not be in place by
the time the other Stage”2 triggers for the To- Center are mt. To
encourage the establiakent, of Tom Center at the earliea t feasible date,
this mater Plan allows for the constmction of a tapnr=y p~p station
and force min to sene the A-1 area. The aenice area should be ltiited

to those properties than can logically be sewered by a PUP station that
would tie into the existing sewer line.

Future Semite Area B

This area includes properties in the Cabin Branch watershed. It ia
comparable to the portion of Stage 3 in the Staging Plan located west of
1-270. The mjor developable properties are the Clarksburg Triangle and
the Reid Farm. The emplo~ent area along 1-270 could be sened separately
by a gravity sewer line.

275
—

Fu uret Service Area c

This area includes those properties in the Ten Mile Creek waterahed, .
including properties on the east side of 1-270 on the western edge of the
Tom Center and the eastern portion of Site 30. This service area ia .
generally consistent with the Stage 4 bowdariea shorn in the Staging Plan.
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FLOAT~G ZO~ APPR~U

Floating zone designations are recommended by this Master Plan for a
nmber of parcels in the Clarksburg area. In order for such rezoning to
take place, the Couty Comcil mst find that the proposed rezoning for
these parcels be compatible with swro~ding uses and in accord with the
e~ressed pwpoaes and requirements of the zone. In addition to these

traditional requirements, this tister Plan recommends that:

1. Floatingzonedesipationafor propertiesin Stagea2, 3, and 4 not be
includedas partof the initial,comprehensiverezoning(SW) described
earlierin thischapter. Floatingzonesshouldnot be approvedfor these
stagesmtil all of the triggersfor the stagewithinwhich the floating
zoneis locatedhavebeen met.

2. Floating zone approvals are guided by tister Plan langwge that
recomends that retail/commercial development in the Newcut Road -d Cabin
Branch Neighborhoods be deferred mtil a portion of the retail in
Clarksburg’s Ton Center has been developed.

3. Floating zone approvals are guided by &s ter Plan langmge that
encourages residential development patterns that best support a strong Tow
Center identity early in Stage 2. For e~ple, residential development in
the Newcut Road Neighborhood should be phased to encourage development
closest to the Tom Center to proceed first. .,

TSS ADEqUATSPUBL2CFAcILITI= O~~CE (APFU)~ TES -AL GRO~
POLICT(AGP)

The Adequte Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) promotes orderly
growth by synchronizing development with the availability of public
facilities needed to support that development. The Montgomery County
Planning Board administers the APFO at the time of subdivision review.

In April of 1986, the Cowty Co~cil enacted legislation which ,
established an hnwl Growth Policy (AGP) for the Co~ty. Since that time,
the Co~cil has used the AGP to mstch the timing of private development
with the availability of public facilities by setting staging ceilings for

individ~l policy areas. The timing aspect of the AGP cannot be
over-emphasized. The AGP is desi~ed to affect the staging of development,
not the location, total mount, type , or mix of development . Currently,
the Clarksburg study area is not covered by AGP staging ceilings because it
is not part of a separate policy area.

Development District enabling legislation was pasBed by the State
legislature in 199L. Separate enabling legislation at the local level is
curently waler review by the Cowty Co~cil.



278 Resolution No. 12-1632

A development district can briefly be described as a special t~~ing
district that has the authority to finance public infrastructure
improvements needed to support land development by issuing t=-exempt bonds
and/or collecting special assessment, special t=es, or t= increments
within the district. Property omers would initiate development district
fo-tion and mke a comitment to finance costs in -cess of Comty
~enditwea for the infrastficture needed to meet all adeqmte public
facility requirements in the proposed district. me determination of
adeqmte facilit: ss for a development district would be -de by the
P1-ing Board ad Cowty Comcil

According to the enabling legislation cwrently uder review by the
Comty Coucil, development districts would largely consist of undeveloped
or wderdeveloped land. Development districts could potentially fud such

infrastructure improvements as schools, police and fire stations, sewer and
water systems, roads, transit facilities, psrks and recreation facilities.

_ *.Y _ar_enot .int.ended.,-however,-as -a -financing-mechanism ‘for “?nf”rast-m~t–~~
mprovements that are considered the responsibility of a single developer
mder the Planning Board’s site plan and adeq~te facilities requirements.

Development districts are viewed as a valuble tool for providing
joint public/private financing of public infrastructure required by new
development in largely undeveloped areas.

A rlewWater Quality Review Process (WQRP) zoning text sentient was
approved by the Planning Board in the ,spring of 1994 and forwarded to the
Comty Council for adoption. The text mendment relies initially on the
use of interim water qwlity goals, accompanied by a progrm of iterative
and progressive upgrading of desiw standards for ❑itigation measures and
enhanced provisions for maintenance. It is anticipated that eyentmlly

this process will lead to the development of enforceable perfomnce
criteria.

To accomplish these goals, the new water q~lity review process calls
for:

* Baseline Monitoring: The Department of Enviromentsl Protection will
conduct baseline monitoring of specified high qwlity watersheds.
This. monitoring would consist of a biological assessment of the
basin’s aq~tic ecosystems and would allow for the comparison of water
qmlity conditions before and after development.

* Goal Setting: me Department of Envirommtal Protection will develop
interim desiv goals related to best ~gement practice (B~)
perfomnce and wster qwlity protection, leading ultimtely to
enforceable perfo-nce criteria.

— —

* tigoing Monitoring: me Department of Environmental Protection will

oversee developer-fmded monitoring of sto-ater msmgement
facilities and other B~’s and monitor in-strem water qwlity
associated with development projects.



Resolution No. 12-1632 279

* performance Evaluation: County agencies will provide an ongoing .
assessment of the ability of different B~’s to protect water
q-lity. These findings will be included in an Annual Report on the
Water Q~lity Review Proceaa to be submitted to the Couty Coucil.

* I~PrOved Desi@ Standards: The Department of Environmental Protection
will modify B~ desi~ criteria based on non-achievement of interti
goals as verified through B~ and in-atrem monitoring.

Based on the results of required mnitoring, both the
ltiita of mitigation in protecting water qmlity will
over time.

overal 1 and the
be clearly defined

Page 193-195, delete Table 19 and Figures 56 and 57.

Page 196, paragraph 2:

This Plan recomends the Environmental Guidelines be mended to afford
environmentally sensitive areas like Clarksburg more protection during the
development process. The areas shon in Figure 58 as “Special Protection

Areas” are based on the environmental analysis done for the Master Plan and
guidance from Maryland Department of the Environment and Maryland
Department of Natural Resources. ~ Pro ect tion Areas ,,are
areas where identified senaitive envirome ntal resources reouire measu~

bevond current standards to assure those resources are Drotected to the,.

wea test extent oossible from development activities . The Greenhorn &
O’~ra report, tir ksbure Enviromental and Water Resources Stuti,
June 30, 1992, identified strem segments where heated runoff from
intensive development was predicted to cauae ❑oderate to severe therml
impacts to the receiving stress. This study also identified isolated

areaa outside the strem buffers that have the highest risk of groundwater
cont~ination; those areas occur in the Cabin Branch’ and Little Seneca
Creek watersheds. The intensive developments proposed for the ~
[headwaiters]of Ten ‘Mile Creek and ~ Wildcat Branch are appr~priate

for uae of the SPA development guidelines becauae of their location [near’
the top of the watershed and the] ti fragile stre~ [cOnditiOnal svstema.
As shon on Fi~re 46, this covers the following sub-watersheds:

Page 196, paragraph b:

Tan file Creek — [Tributaries on east side of minstem from northern
watershed bomdary domstrem to point of Minstem closest to Shiloh Church

Road. 1 to anv ttitarv or the -trem east of Ten Mile

~West old ~ This includes all tributaries
that drain [to] the Tom Center~ [and Site 30.1

Page 196, laat paragraph:

The ~ for ~ should be mended to include
these development objectives for the ~ Special Protection Area:

.
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Page 198, subtitle:

[Regi~ 1 Sto_ter -g-t

Insert prior to first paragraph:

SW ~es.
. . .

wi *

wower m intwnce. but allows for fle~tv in Site-bv-site review.

Page 201, paragraph 3, sentence 1:

2. This Plan proposes that the divided arterial which usually has
required 100-foot right-of-way be expanded to m 120-foot
right-of-way in order to accommodate a Class I Bikeway on one or both
sides of the roadway (String ton Road, A-301, is one =ple of this
road ). —— — —— .—— —— ——. — —— —-. — —— — —— ——.— ——

~age 201, delete paragraph L as follows:

[3. This Plan proposes that consideration be given to narrowing the lanes
for Frederick Road (A-251 ) as it traverses the Ton Center. Through
this area. lower speeds are expected. Pedestrian movement along and
across is expected to be hea~~
section of road. 1

Page 201, change nmber on paragraph 5:

[L.]~ The Plan proposes that the

Page 201, paragraph 6:

No median

Section of

should be provided for this

existing Frederick Road ...

[5.]L A new [local] ~ street for the
would have 36 feet of paving with tWo
parking lanes within a 70-foot right-of-way is proposed. ~is

Clarksburg Tom Center that
trave1 lanes and two

street would carrY a low volw of traffic at low speeds. This
type of street would have a high level of pedestrian mvemnt.
Street trees are important. (Redgrave Place, [P-51 M is
recommended as this type of street. ) ~g~
within the historic district to minimize oavinz.

Page 201, Delete paragraph 7 as follows:

[6. Primry and Secondary Residential ml Road is proposed to be used as
a neighborhood street. Currently, the Road Code restricts the use of
this street to residential comities. This Pl~ recomends
retied-useneighborhoods and recomends that this road desi~ be wed
to sene the variety of uses.1

Page 202, revise Figure 59 to reflect Couty Cowcil changes.

Page 203, subtitle:

~ m M[-21 m

,,

b
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Page 203, after paragraph 2:

0 mend the W ZQnes to def 1 aze ouses as aine and al ow carri h n

~arv to a dw- un it on a 10 t. The tPxt Smendment shou~
~ a sauare foot l~t. . for the size of the carr~
~

. . t fvr the to tal nmber of c~es as a~
ared to th% total uber of dw~ ‘t shorn on a

uv lect

Q Mend the to allow civic uses

o Create a new “Rural Service Zone” to allow service oriented uses as
P~ mitt ther t ial tions . The zone would be a

flea tine zone containinz
. .

a uuroose clause reaulrlnc confom nce with

the master elan and re tention of rural ctiacter. The develonment

stnwa dards ould allow limited building coveraee and xmuer vio.s ar~

Site Plan review would be reauired bv the Planning Board.

0 mend the I-3 [ ms trial Park Zone ) to Drovide a ather cla~

sela ted to setbacks for an anuro ed .r~arv s.bd~
. .

v
. . .

UDO n ex ist. “~trial zone s ~.t where it now ad ioins mas tec

d that will be ~ to a re~ t’

~ t w .t.

rixht-of-wav is reauired for Interstate 270.

Page 23, subtitle:

[Preliminary] ~. Board Draft Plan

Page 23, paragraph 5:

The [Preliminary] Planning Board (Finati Draft Plan waa published in
[Febr~ry 1992] June 1992 and contains land use [options ]
for the Clarkaburg Master Plan. Public hearings were held by the [Piaming
Board 1 ~ in [Wrch and April 1992] ~ember 1993 to solicit
cements on the Plan. me [Board] timv~t then conducted public
worksessiona with staff on the Plan. me workseasion topics and dates are
she- in Table 1A [;some meetings are on film. Inquiries about borrowing
the ~S cassettes should be directed to the Montgomery Comty Planning
Board Comity Relationa Office at (301) 495+600. ]

Page 24, revise Table 1 to reflect Co~ty Co-cil changes.

I
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Page 30, paragraph 2:

All residential calculations in this Master Plan include a 22 percent

density increase to reflect the MPDU Ordinance provisions [.] -

Page 30, revise Table 3 to reflect Couty Comcil changes.

Page 31, revise Table 5 to reflect Comty Comcil changes.

Page 31, last paragraph:

This Plan reduces the -out of emplo~ent recommended in the currently
adopted 1968 Clarksburg Master Plan by approxi~tely [386] W
~ acres and [67,300] (to e rec~ jobs.

— — —— —— ——.— —
Pag= 31,‘=ev~se–-Table 6 to reflect Comty Comcil ctiges.

Page 33, revise Figure 2 to reflect Co~ty Council changes.

Page 50, bullet 1:

The findings of the average area-wide level of semice analysis are
indicated below:

0 This Plan’s recommended transportation network can suppOrt the
recommended land use option (approximately [28,500] ~

dcula dt jobs and [15,400] (to be re~ t households ) based
on an average area–wide LOS C/D standard.

0 The land use and transportation recommendations called for in this
Plan will not adversely affect the end-state average area-wide LOS C/D
standard in the adjacent Germnton Planning &ea.

Page 50, bullet 3:

[0 The land use and transportation recommendations called for in this
Plan will not adversely affect transportation conditions in the nearby
D~scus and Goshen Planning Areas. ]

Page 50, paragraph 5:

The end-state trip distribution analysis of resident work trips frm
Clarkaburgshows that the vaat mjority, approxtitely80 percent,of
workersresidingio the Studyhea are estfited to be employedalongthe
MontgomeryComty/FrederickComty IL270Corridor. As a subset of this
percentage, about [15] n percent of workers within the Study Area are
esttited to both live and work within the Study kea. Another rlOl S
percentare estbted to be employedin the Bethesda-SilverSpri~g‘~n~
Washington,D.C.- NorthernVirginiaareaa. me remsining[1o]~ percent
of workerslivingin Clarksbwg are estimated to be employed in other

locations throughout the region.
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A similar end-state
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analysis of work trips to the Clarksburg [Planning]

~ Ares shows that about [801 U percent of those persons with work
destinations in the Study Area are estimted to have origins from
Clarksbug and the nearby areas of Ge-nton-aithersbUg, rural
Montgome~ Comty, and Frederick Comty. bother [8] N percent of
Clarksbwg workers are estimted to com from residences in Dmscus aa
well as Carroll and western Howard Comties along ND 27. The remsining
[12] u percent of Clarksbug workers are estimsted to come from other
areas of the =tropolitan region.

Page 51, revise Figure10 to reflectCountyCo~cil changes.

Page52, reviseFigure11 to reflectCouty Coucil changes.

Page53, paragraph4:

The mount of throughtrafficraisesconcernsregardingthe appropriate
methodologyfor accountingfor this trafficin the measurementof policy
area levelof servicefor the StudyArea at end-state,as well as within
thecontextof theAGP. As such, this issue could affect the timing of the

implementation of the land use recommendations of this Plan. The Study
Area’s average area-wide LOS as computed, including 1-270, is projected to
be h the uODer ranze of C/D. When 1-270 traffic volmes are excluded, the
average area-wide LOS improves to C.

Page 54, revise Table 8 as follows:

Page 54, add new subsection:

RUSTIC ROAD

OLD HUNDRED ROAD (~ 109)

This section of ~ 109 is approximately .61 miles in length, extending
from the interchange with 1-270 on the west to Frederick Road (~ 355) on
the east. West of 1-270, this road continues through the Agricultural
Resene to Bamesville and then to Poolesville.

~ It is a 28-foot-wide paved road with pavement markings and
has curbs along the pavement edge. The road is along the side of a hill
with the south side sloping don to the adjacent strem. Woods on each
side provide an enclosed feel to the road. Utilities are along the south
side, as is a gurd rail for part of the distance. This road connects
1-270 and Frederick Road (~ 355).
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Criteria: The road traverses an area where natural features predominate .

It is a narrow road in the sense that there is no grading on either side of
the road, but the pavement itself is not narrow. This section of roadway

is not included in MCDOT’ a mp showing annul average weekday traffic- NO
“Olue info-tion ia available for the road, but it is evident that the

volues that it carries today do not detract from ita rustic character.
The road ia bordered by woodland. parkl-d, Hyattsto~ historic district,
and land reco=ended for rural, residential we. ~is road is show on the

1865 ~rtenet =d Bond’s Nap of Montgomery Comty as a stage road.

The road had one reported accident in the period 1989 through 1991. mere
is “o i“dic~tion that it has an accident history that would suggest ~Safe

conditions. The classification of this road as a rus~~c road would not
impair the fuction of the roadway network, nor would It impair the Safety

of the roadway network The Clarksburg Maater Plan supports removal of the

1-270 interchange if a new interchange is constructed in Frederick Comty;
~ log ia not mticipated to be needed for a si~ificant mOmt Of new “’

traffic.

s“- “fieant F~tmes: The setting is a si~ificant feature of this road.
~e rOad grades contribute to the rustic character Of the road. The view

is enclosed by trees on both sides for much of its distance.

RMtic Road Ne-r k: This road intersects ~ 355. North of the
intersection, m 355. through the historic district of RYatt5t0~, is
recommended to be classified as a rustic road. ~ 109 to the west is on
the Cowty Coucil’s Interim Road list.

~ter Pla of Eizhmvs ks i~tim:

Rustic R-1
Right-of-way, 80 feet

FREDERICK ROM (~ 355)

Frederick Road (ND 355) is a very old road with a historic ali~ent.
me road is shOm as a stage road on the 1865 ~rtenet and Bond’S mP Of

Montgomery Couty. Frederick Road is part of the Way West that is
commemorated in Montgomery Comty by the Madonna of the Trail statue in the
Bethesda Central Business District. In the lower part of the Couty, the

road is a mjor transportation artery and has been expanded and has lost
any semblance of its original character. The section of roadway between
old Hundred Road (~ 109) and the County line iS the heart Of the

Hyattstom historic district and retains the character of a narrow road
with buildings very close to the roadway edge. This road ia approximately

0.38 ❑iles long.

-Cn “ntim: ~is short section of road is paved approxtitely 22 feet
wide with asphalt and has no drainage provisions. The roadway edge is

level on both sides, with ~ture trees. The road has an enclosed feel both

becauae of the trees and because it goes through a historic district with
residences very close to the roadway edge. The road has utilities on both

sides. It has an asphalt sidewalk on one side and the roadway grade itself
is very steep.
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historic features
a State hiehwav and carries

Cr ite ~ The road is located in an area where
predominate. It is a narrow road. Today it is

traffic between Montgomery Cowty and Frederick County.
..

The Interstate

Hiuhway 1-270 is immediately to the west of this location and carries most
of the-interstate traffic. men the connection with 1-270 is ~de at

Urbam in Frederick Couty, we expect that more of the intercounty traffic
will use 1-270. me Clarksburg tister Plan encourages the use of 1-270

instead of this section of ~ 355.

me accident hiatov does not suggest msafe conditions. so accidenta
were reported in the’three-year period between 1989 and 1991. The 1990
traffic volwe mp of MCDOT does not show a traffic volme for this portion
of Frederick Road. The portion between Coma Road and Old Hmdred Road (~
109) has an average daily traffic volme of 9,200.

: The roadway setting, as it goes through the historic
digtrict, and the connection between the road and the adjacent houseg
constitute the sioificant features of this road.

R- tic Rod Ne tnrk: This road intersects R-1 (Old Hundred ‘Road) and is
~lo~e to R-6 (Hyattstom Mill Ro-ad). All three roads are associated with

the Hyattston historic district.

~~ tire:
Rustic R-3
Right-of-way, 80 feet

HAWS ROM

Hawkea Road ia approximately 1.06 miles long, running in a northwest
direction from Ridge Road, connecting Ridge Road (~ 2?) and Strington Road.
The road is intersected by Pietiont Road entering from ‘the south at a “T”
intersection. That portion of the road between Ridge Road and Pietiont Road
is the boundary of the Clarksburg Master Plan Study Area; the remining
portion, between Pietiont Road and Stringto~ ROad, ia within the ~T area Of
the Fmctional Mster Plan for the Presemation of Agricultural and Open Space
in Montgomery Couty.

Wcr iDt~ . The section of Eawkes Road being considered aa part of the
Clarkaburg Master Plan is between Piedmont Road and Ridge Road. The
roadway paving is approximately 20 feet, with an asphalt curb on the west
side and a slight gravel shoulder on the east. The road crosses a s-11
strem and has a gmrd rail along the side of the road at the creasing.
The roadway edge is level and open with views to Cedar Grove historic
district in one direction and to the extension of Eakkes Road in the
other. @erhead utilities with wood poles are on both sidegof the road.
The adjacentlandon the west side ia a comercial nwsery and two new
houaea. A fam is on the eaatside.
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Criteria: The road is
features predominate.
recommended for rural ,
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located in an area where natwal or agricultural
The adjacent area is private consenation or is
residential use. It is narrow road and is intended 2

predominantly for local use. The traffic volues are so low that they have
not been recorded and =de a part of the Couty ’s annml average daily
traffic mp. Volmes appear to be low enough not to si~ificantly detract

from the rustic character of the road. me road has mtural features along
one side, and fam fields and rural landscape on the other. The road, when
traveling towards Ridge Road, highlights the historic landscape of the
Cedar Grove historic district. The accident histocy does not suggest
wsafe conditions. One accident was reported for the three-year period
1989-1991. The rustic road classification will not impair the fmction or
safety of the roadway network.

Simf~c-
. . t Fea ueat : The si~ificant featwe of the road is the

relationship between the road and the view of Cedar Grove historic
district, the character of the land use through which it passes, the s-11
strea that tbe road crosses, and the rural view to the northwest as Hawkes
Road continues over a hill . No outstanding vegetation was identified
during the field check, which was done in April 1993.

R-tic RoadNe~r k: This road connects the historic district of Cedai
Grove and Piedmont Road and continues into the Agricultural Reserve.

bster Plao 0f Eishways Msi ~tiOn:
Rust ic R-4
Right-of-way, 70 feet

PIEDMO~ RO~

Dsscri. ti~. Piedmont Road is approximately
StrinRtom Road on the west with Hawkes Road

1.66 miles long and connects
on the east. Pietiont Road is

an 18-foot wide paved road with grass shoulders. The road has both edge
lines and a center line. The one stream crossing is a culvert. Needle
Drive and a C’U1de sac rimed Remae Court intersect with this roadway on the
north side; Skylark Road intersects it on the south side. me adjacent
terrain is level and the views are open. mid Eazen Wells Park is on tbe
east side. The park land is currently cultivated fields. The road hss
sharp tuns and the appearance of a somewhat mdem rural roadway.

~ Piedmont Road has agricultural ~es on one side. Those features
seem to be the predominate character of the area. It is a narrow road and
is intended for predominantly local use. It is a low-volwe road (not
included on MCDOT’ s AAWT Mp ) and has outstanding vistas of farm fielda and
rural landscape for a portion of its length.

kring the three-year period of 1989-1991, seven accidents occurred along
this section of Pietiont Road. tie of these accidenta occurred at Hawkes
Road; :he others occurred at non-intersection locationa. me one at tbe
intersection waa an early rooming accident with no identified caue; the
others occurred during the evening and speed was identified aa a
contributing cause. One of these accidents involved two vehicles; the
others were single vehicles rwning off the edge of the road. Wo of the
accidents, including the two-vehicle one, had possible injuries; the others
were property d-ge only.
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This road is not needed to serve a mjor increase in transportation. A

realignment at Stringto~ Road is recommended in the Clarksburg Master Plan
in order to create adequate separation between the future intersection of
Midcomty Highway (A-305) and String ton Road. That realignment should be

in keeping with the rustic character of both String ton Road and Pietiont
Road.

Simlfx=
. . t Fea -st : me view of the road as it fits into the adjacent

terrain of open fields.

Rmtic ~vs mt : Pie~nt Road foma a system of mstic roads when
paired with Stringto~ Road and Hawkes Road.

~ter Pla of ~-ehm~~ ~~i-ti~:

Rustic Road R-5
Right-of-way, 70 feet

Hyattston Mill road
south of Old Hundred Road

WA~STOW MILL ROAD

intersects Frederick Road (~ 355) i~ediately

(~ 109) and extends eastward to Clarksburg Road
with the ford through Little Bennett Creek being closed. Approximately .78
mile from ~ 355, the road joins Prescott Road. The combined road goes
through Little Bennett Creek (the aforementioned ford) before dividing into
two individul roads again with Hyattston Mill Road going southeast and
Prescott Road going northeast to Lewisdale Road. Both roads are almost.

entirely within Little Bennett Regional Park and are therefore exempt from
usual roadway standards and development activity. The portion of
Hyattstom Mill Road being desi~ated as a mstic road is the public
portion — approximately .11 ❑ile between Frederick Road (~ 355) and the
park.

. .
~ ~is short section of Hyattston Mill Road ia between fifteen
and nineteen feet wide with a gravel surface and no provision for
drainage. The road passes between an M-NCPPC park playgroud and a

comercial parking lot at its jmction with ~ 355 and leads into the park,
although the road is closed esst of Prescott Road in the park. The road
leads to Hyattston Mill, a historic feature at the edge of the park. The
land adjacent to the road is level, with mture trees, in particular a
walnut tree. As you approach the park, the character of the road becnmes

enclosed rather than open.

~ The road is located in an area where natural and historic
features predominate. It is a narrow road, clearly intended for local use,
and an extremely low volme of traffic. The road has natual features
along part of its border and provides access to the hiatnric resource of
Hyattetom Mill and a route through a portion nf Little Bemett Park via
Hyattston Mill Road and Prescott Road returning to ~ 355 to the south.
This road is the southern bomdary of the Eyattston Historic District.
The accident history does not suggest usafe conditions. One accident was
reported for the three-year period 1989-1991. me nstic road
classification will not impair the function or safety of the roadway
network.
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Siw .fi~t Featwes : The one-lane character of the road, the gravel

surface, the access to the mill house in the park, and adjacent vegetation.

R-tic R& Net~rk: This road is near but does not connect to R-1 (Old
H~dred Road) and R-3 (Frederick ROad ).

~ter ~

ticeptional Rustic R-6

Right+ f-waY, 60 feet

STRINGTOWN ROAD

This section of Stringtow Road is approximately .61 mile in length,
extending from the future Midcounty Highway to the planning area bomdary.

West of Midcomty Highway, String to- Road is ~ster plamed as a arterial
roadway (A-280 ) to be realimed and cOnnect directly with clarksb~~ ROad
(~ 121) and then with Interstate 1-270 at the Clarksbug interchange. To
the east, String tom Road continues in the Agricultural Resene to Kings
Valley Road. String to- Road to the east is included on the Couty Coucil

Interim List for Rustic Roads.

D~: Stringtom Road is paved, approximately 18 feet wide. It has

no curbs and slight gravel shoulders with a drainage ditch along a portion
of one side of the road. At the western end of this road, Pietiont Road

(also a rustic road) is recommended for realiwent, consistent with the
rustic road character of these two roads, in order to create adequate
intersection spacing between Midcounty Highway and Piedmont Road. This

section of Strington Road has one other intersection, that of Needle Drive
on the south side of the road. Needle Drive is part of the street system

for the Foutain View subdivision which lies between Stringtom Road and
Piedmont Road.

The road has, particularly on the north side, vistas of farmland, open
fields and an old fam house. On the south side is the aforementioned

subdivision. The road has views to the north away from Clarksb~g.

Cr iteria: The road traverses an area where natural -d agricultural
features predominate. It is a narrow road. This section of roadway is not

included in MCDOT’s mp showing annul average weekday traffic; therefore,
no volme info-t ion is available. The road is bordered by farmland and a
smll subdivision. This section of Stringtom Road had no reported

accidents for the period 1989 through 1991. The classification of this
road as a rustic road would not impair the fuction of the roadway network
nor would it impair the safety of the roadway network.

an t Featuru: The setting of this road within the terrain is a
si~if icant feature, as are the views from the road to tbe north away from
Clarksbug.
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Rustic Road Network: This road connects with Pietiont Road, and both

Piedmont Road and Stringto~ Road (outside the Clarksburg planning area)
connect with Hawkes Road. These three roads form a small rustic roads

network.

Mas er plan 0t f Eizhwav Decimation:
Rustic R-7
Right-of-way, 80 feet

~ST OU BfiTIMORE ROAD

West Old Baltimore Road is a historic ali~ent, having ‘gone
originally from the C & O Canal at the Mouth of Monocacy Road to
Baltimore. ile road extended acroas Montgomery County. Portions of this

road still exist in the eaatem part of the Comty where it ia called Old
Balttiore Road. This section extends from Frederick Road (~ 355) westward
to the bomdary of the Clarkabug hster Plan. me rustic road deai~ation
has been reviewed in three sections since the travel needs and the
character of the road differ for different sections. The section of this

roadway between ~ 355 to ~ 121 is needed for the roadway network and is
not recommended as a rustic road. The remining portion of this road
between Clarksburg Road (~ 121) and the western study area boundary
meandera through a rural area that is partially wooded and creases Ten Mile
Creek aa a ford. This section ia recommended as a rustic road as described
below.

West Old Baltimore Road in this section is approximately 19 feet wide,
paved, with partial curbs in places. The road has extensive vegetation
along both sides,,very close to the rOadway edge. At the sme time the
road waa field inspected, wild roses were blooming along the edge. Fam
houses, fences covered with roses, honeysuckle, and wildflowers and wooded
areas are along this road. The road goes through Ten Mile Creek aa a ford.

Criteria: The road is located in an area where agriculture predominate.
It ia a narrow road clearly intended for local use and haa a very low
volme of traffic. The road is an ali~ent of high historic
si~ificance. The accident history does not suggest wsafe traffic
conditions. For the three-year period between 1989 and 1991, only three
accidents were reported for the entire stretch of road between Clarksburg
Road (~ 121) and Bamesville. The road is needed for local acceas only
and not for part of the travel network.

ti-fl-
. .

t F~tmes : ~is historic ali~ent, the grades, the roadway

edges, the way this road fits into the terrain, the enclosed feel of the
nearby trees and vegetation, and the foral.

Wmrk ; ~ia road connects from the east with R-2 West Old
Balttire Road and crosses Peach Tree Road, which is a road on the

Coucil’s interim list for consideration as a rustic road, and ,enda at
Bamesville Road, which is also on the Comcil ‘a interim list.

Mter PI= of EiK~vs -si= tire;
hceptional, RusticE-1
Right-of-way,80 feet
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Page 56,

Under

paragraph 5:

a separate contract , the Environmental and
.,.

Water Resources Study was
.... .required to develop constraints and opportml~les mps uclllzlng parme~ers

such as floodplains, slopes, soils and wetlands. The Planning Department
staff used these maps to develop the early land use options. [From the

very beginning] h as u~ , the Clarksburg Naster Plan effort

focused on avoiding development in environmentally sensitive areas and

channeling development into those areas that are more enviroentally
resilient. The composite constraints and opport~ities mp becm the base

Mp for alternative land use considerations. By receiving the Study data
in a computerized format, the Planning Department. got a head start with its
Geographic Infomtion System (GIS) PrOgr~. The Study also generated a
wetlands mp, which was combined with the latest data from the Naryland
Department of Natual Resources to produce a comprehensive wetlands
database for the GIS system.

Page 57, paragraph 4:

EPA has desiwated a sole source aquifer which underlays parts of
Montgomery, Frederick, Howard, and Carroll Cowties. A “sole source”

designation ia used to describe an aquifer that seines aa the population’s
only available fom of drinking water. The entire Clarksburg Study Area

falls within this desiwated area. Gromdwater analysis was considered an
important planning tool to determine what the effects of development would
be on the sole source aquifer. Most groundwater modeling is expensive and
more detailed than needed for rester planning, so this study chose the
DRASTIC analysis as a surrogate for gromdwater modeling. Using simple
techniques developed by the National Water Well Association, it identifies
potential gmundwater pollution problems. The model indicated that most of
the sensitive [gmundwater recharge areas J areas to rmund water
.“ntminatti in Clarksburg were located in strem buffers. me [areasJ
most sensitive groundwater contamination ~ outside of strea buffers
were included in the Special Protection Area desimated in the Master
Plan. Although not every recharge area is identified by this analysia, the
DRASTIC model is suitable for rester planning purposes. The staff also had
nuerou: diacuasions on this subject with representatives from EPA,
Maryland Geological Sumey, and staff at Carroll Comty.

Page 62, paragraph 2:

Some peopie believe that spreading moderate intensity development
throughout the entire Clarksburg Study Area mY be environmentally
acceptable. In the Planning Board’s judwent, it my have a severe
negative impact on Ten Mile Creek bu t will be tested in the area east of
~ek due to ho~. Ten Mile Creek haa low
base flow, shallow depth to bed rock and soil, that does not have the
capacity to assimilate higher density moff. It alao haa an expansive
forest cover. By comparison, Little Seneca Creek has a larger base flow
and more pemious soil with a greater capacity to a%sorb rmoff. It ia
envisioned that Little Seneca Creek @ the devew~

_ will be afforeated and will undergo some atrem restoration through
the Water Q@lity Review Process to help denaturalize the watershed.
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Page 63, revise Table g tO reflect Co~tY CO~cil changes:

Bottomland hardwood forests will be Preserved via strem buffers .

12-1632
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The most
extensive areas of upland hardwood forests are in the Ten Mile Creek area,
which [is proposed for] will v consist Qf rural, low density zoning
to take development pressure nff the large contiguous forested areas
outside the strem buffer corridors

The Mster Plan recomends low density zoning fQr the west siU Ten Mile

Creek [area] to continue the -al land we patterns that so far have
presened healthy strem conditions thst support aqmtic life. ~
~e vmt t ted for .~

.t,

~h as a deve~t
. .

sites a
d ereen suace Qn the residential 00rtion. All stress will benefit

from the strem buffers that will be implemented through the regulatory
~ t

Most groudwater recharge areas are on slopes adjacent to strems, which
will be presened in strem valley buffers, which will be expanded to
include the highest risk areas identified by
DRASTIC analysis . Recharge areas in [the To- Center vicinity] Little
Seneca Creek and Cabin Branch that do not fall in strem buffers will be
covered by special development guidelines to be developed later.

Page 64, revise Table 9 to reflect County Coucil changes:

The Mster Plan recomends mending tbe Environmental Guidelines for
Subdivision review to allow more careful enyiromental review i“ [sensitive
areas like] ~ecial Protection Areas of Clarksburg~ [buffers in most of the
Study Area. ] This includes areas expected to have the-l impact= from
development. [The wider buffers mY be reduced if other mitigation
measures are implemented to lessen theml tipacts. (See Lsnd Use Plan; )]
me cow tv’s water oua1itv review urocess. eme cted to be adOD ted in 199&.
will also assist in assessin~ effective B~ designs.

Page 69, revise Figure 14 to reflect County Comcil changes.

Page 70, revise Table 10 to reflect County Coucil changes.
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Page ?2, add new sections:

USE DESIGNATION OF m ~U ~: BAm~O~ ~~

Add the following backgromd mterials:

1. Letter from Planning Board to Montgomry CorortyCo-cil dated
Janmry 28, 1994 discussing the desi~tion of Ten Mile Creek as a Use
I-P rather than Use IV-P. The letter includes the following

attactints:

Planning Board Staff Response to JanWry 6, 1994 Public Form on
Use Desi~ation;

Planing Board Sary of Major Issues Raised at the Public Form;

Backgroud ~terials for PESD Comittee “Worksession /}5:
Clarksburg Master Plan Lsnd Use Issues in Ten Mile Creek
Sub–Drainage Basin (December 3, 1993).

Add the following backgroud mterials:

1. Letter dated April 19, 199L from Planning Board to Chairmn,
Montgomery Cowty Council Planning, Housing and Economic Development
(PHSD) Comittee explaining Planning Board staging recommendations.

2. Clarksburg ~ster Plan Staging Options Report, prepared by Montgomery
Comty Planning Department, April 199L.

3. Discussion of Pancar property:

The Pancar property is a 53 acre tract located northwest of the
intersection of West Old Baltimore Rosd and ~ 355 in the Brink Road
Transition hea. The property was reco-nded for R-200 zoning in the

1968 Plan and is reco-nded for R-200/TDR zoning in this ~ster
Plan. There is a completed Prelimiaa~ Plan of subdivision that has
been pending at the Planning Board, awaiting a sewer category change.

Previom requests for a category change were denied pending
preparation of the tister Plan. Because the proposed Preliminary Plan
will implement the intent of this Master Plan and in light of the fact
that this property has been in the Development Approval Process for
some time, it is appropriate to extend senice to this property in the
near tern.
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All figures and tables are to be revised ‘Where appropriate to reflect
Couty Coucil changea to the Plann+ng Board (Final) Clarksburg MS ter Plan
and Hyattston Special Study Area. The text is to be revised as necessary to

achieve clarity -d consistency, to update factul info-t ion (including
Coucil actions on the AGP related to Clarksbug) , and to convey the actions

of the Coonty Comcil. All identifying references pertain to the Planning
Board (Final) Draft Clarksbug hster Plan and Hyattstom Special Study Area,
dated Jue 1993.

In addition to modifying the Master Plan as noted above, the Council
directs Planning Staff to explore options for allowing property omers to
proceed through the regulatory process prior to the initiation of their stage
of development (as described in the section on staging). A description of
each option considered and an analyais of the advantages and disadvantages of
each option should be presented to the Comcil within 6 months of the adoption
of this Plan.

This is a correct copy of Council action.
A

—

<athleen A. Freedmn, CMC
Secretary of the Comcil
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